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Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 
Subject: WTW Performance Fund draft 

[Sent by FAX to Palast, Uhalde, Tarplin/Burdette, Barr] 

Here's a first quick shot at what a Performance Fund might look like. For comments: My fax is 
395-7752; phone -- 395-4532. 

Elements: 

Funds come from the reallocations. Or: 

we could put in 1 % off the top of each year's appropriation as well, or 

we could add to the Performance Bonus Fund $200 million derived as follows: For FY 
2000, reduce the amount for regular grants to $700 million (the same as 1998 and 1999); 
add $100 million to 2001 so it is the same $700 million level as 1998-2000, and make 
$200 million available to the Secretary beginning in 2000, by which time there will be 
performance to reward. 

Thoughts? 

Rewards are to States for their use of formula grants, or to recipients of competitive grants or 
to Indian grantees. 

Rewards are for placements of the bill's Required Beneficiaries (30 months; within a year of 
termination; the "2 of 4" folk), except that as in that clause, 10% can be for placements of 
other welfare recipients. 

Placements are 9 months (as in Daschle) and only for non-subsidized jobs (public, private, or 
non-profit), except that tax credits are okay. 

Amounts are what the Secretary says, with the assumption of $1,000 per placement, if the Sec 
thinks there's enough money. 

Extra credit for placments that result in incomes that move individual off welfare and for doing 
good in high unemployment areas. 

As in Daschle, Bonus funds can only be used to support more Welfare to Work, are not 
matched, and can't be used to match other Federal programs. 
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[Insert on page 16 after line 13] 

"(d) PERFORMANCE FUND -- The Secretary shall make performance bonus grants 
from the Performance Fund to recipients of competitive and non-competitive grants 
under paragraph (a). and Indian tribes or organizations which receive grants under 
paragraph (b). whose use of such grants results in the highest level of qualified 
placements of qualified individuals eligible for assistance under Welfare to Work 
Grants made available in this section. 

"(I) The Performance Fund shall be financed from: 

"(I) funds allocated to States for non-competitive grants for which a 
State does not apply, or for which a State does not qualify, and which 
are returned to the Secretary in accord with subparagraph ???; 

"(II) funds made available to States in non-competitive grants, and to 
eligible applicants in competitive grants which are not spent in accord 
with the State's or applicant's plan, and which are returned to the 
Secretary in accord with subparagraph ?? 

"(ii) Qualified individuals are those who meet the definition of Required 
Beneficiaries under section (5)(C)(ii) [ref. Page 10], except that not more than 
10% of those for whom a State or other grantee applies for a performance 
bonus shall be other than those who meet the qualifications of 
(5)( C) (ii)( 1)-( III). . 

"(iii) Qualified placements are placements of qualified individuals in jobs in 
the private, public, or non-profit sectors 

"(I) for which no funds under this part, no other Federal funds, and no 
State or local government funds, are used to subsidize in whole or in 
part the compensation or benefits received by the individual from the 
employer; and 

"(II) which the individual has held for at least nine months. 

"As used in this clause, the term "Federal funds" does not include tax credits 
received by an employer as a result of employing an individual for whom a 
qualified placement is made. 

"(iv) The Secretary shall announce a competition for Performance Bonus 
Grants whenever the Secretary determines that there is a sufficient amount 
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of funds available in the Performance Fund to make Performance Bonus 
Grants of meaningful size. Applications for such Grants shall be made at 
such time and in such manner, and containing such information, as the 
Secretary shall determine and announce at least 90 days in advance of the 
application deadline. Performance Bonus Grants shall be made to those 
applicants who document the highest level of qualified placements. 
Applications must, at minimum, demonstrate to the Secretary's satisfaction 
how the applicant has determined that the level of qualified placements 
resulting from Welfare to Work Grants is in excess of the level that is 
occurring by virtue of use of basic T ANF grants. 

"(v) The amount of a Performance Bonus Grant shall be calculated at $1,000 
per qualified placement, except that the Secretary may reduce the amount 
per placement consistent with the funds available. 

"(vi) The Secretary shall give priority consideration to Performance Bonus 
Grants to applicants who document that their Welfare to Work programs 
have resulted in the largest number of qualified placements whose wage 
level, as defined by the Secretary, is an amount, sufficient on its own or in 
combination with Food Stamps, to make the individual and her family 
independent of public assistance. 

"(vii) The Secretary may give priority consideration to applications that 
demonstrate high levels of qualified placements in areas of high 
unemployment. 

"(viii) Performance Bonus Grants may only be used to add to the grants 
received by the recipients under subsections (a) or (b). except that no 
matching requirements shall apply to Performance Bonus Grants and such 
Grants may not be used to meet the matching ·requirement of Welfare to 
Work Grants or any other Federal program. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Barry White/OMB/EOP 

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 
Subject: Re: WTW Performance Fund draft @b 

Looks good to me. I like using reallocations, but we should also make sure that if we don't get a 
performance bonus, those reallocations still get spent somehow. 
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Larry R. Matlack/OMB/EOP 
Maureen H. Walsh/OMB/EOP 
Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOP 
Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP 
Kenneth S. Apfel/OMB/EOP 
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1 TITLE IX-COMMITTEE ON WAYS .. 

2 AND MEANS-NONMEDICARE,::: 
3 Subtitle A-TANF Block Grant 
4 SEC. 9001. WELFARE.TO.WOJUC GRANTS~ .'. 

5 (a) GRANTS ·1'0 STATES.--Section 403(0,) of the So· 

6 cia! Security Act (42 U.S-C. 60S(a» is amended by adding 

1 at the end the following: 

8 "(5) WELFAB.E-TO-WORK GRANTS.-

9 "(A) NONCOMPETITIVE G~TS.-

10 "(i) ENTITLEMENT.-A State shall be 

11 entitled to receive from the ~tal-y a 

12 grant for each fiscal year specified in sub-

13 paragraph (G) of this paragraph for which 

14 the State is a welfare-to-work State, in an 

15 amount that does not exceed the lesser 

16 o€'--

17 "(1) 2 times the total of the ex-

18 penditures by the State (excluding ex-

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

penditures described in section 

409(a)(7)(B)(iv» dUring the fiscal 

year for activities described in sub­

paragraph (C}(i) of this paragraph; CIt" 

"(II) the allotment of the State 

under clause (iii) of tills suhpHragraph 

for the fiscal year. 

- ',. 
- 0,.. 

. '" 
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0' -
"(ii) WEI,FARR-TO-WORKS'fnTE.-.-\ 

State shall be considered It welfilJ'~to-i·orx .:: :. - ',. 

State for a. fil;j.cal ~rear for purpo:>es of this 
. -

subparagraph if theSeeretary, after con-

sultation (and the sharing of any' plan or 

amendment thereto submitted under this 

clause) with the Secreta.ry of Health and 

HUman Services, determines that the State 

meets the following requirements: 

"(1) The State has submitted to 

the Secretary (in the fonn of an ad­

dendum to the State plan suhmitte4 

under sectiol?- 402) a. plan wlllch de­

scribes how, consistent with this sub­

paragraph, the State will use any 

funds provided under this subpara­

graph during the fiscal year. 

[other elements of State addendum in­

cluding alMJcatirm formula] 

.. (IT) The State has pro"l.ided the 

Secretary with an estimate of the 

amount that the State intends to ex­

pend during the fiscal year (excluding 

el..llenditures described in section 

409(a)( 7) (B )(jv» for activities de-
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3 

scribed in subparagraph (C)(i) of this 

paragraph. .. ;-
"(li) The State has agreed to 

negotiate in good faith with the Sec­

retaty of Health and Human Servi<:es 

with respect to the substance of any 

evaluation under section 413(j), and 

to cooperate with the conduct of any 

such evaluation. 

U (IV) The State is an eligl"ble 

State for the fiscal yea,r. 

"(v) Qualified State cxpenditUl'ss 

(within· the meaning of section 

409(a.)(-7) are at least 80 percent of 

historic State expenditures (within the 

meaning of Buch section), with respect 
. . 

to the fiscal year or the immediately 

preceding fiscal year. 

"(iii) AJJl~TMENTS TO WELFARE-TO­

WORK STATES.-The lillotment of a wel­

fare-to-wark State for a fiscal year shall be 

the available amount for the fiscal year 

mutiplied by the State percentage for the 

fisceJ year. 
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"(iv) Av.A.tL.\BLE .UIOUNT.-As used 

in this subparagraph, the term 'a.\"8.ilable, 
" . 

amount' means, for a fiscal ye~. the:~·::· 

of,-

"(I) 50 peroeri.t of the sum of-

"(sa) the amount specified 

.in subparagraph (G) for the fis­

cal year, minus the total of the 

amounts reserved. pursnaxtt to 

subpamgraphs (E) and (F) for 

the fiscal year; and 

"(bb) any amount reserved 

pUrSuallt to subparagraph (E) 

for the immedjatciy preceding fis­

cal year that bas not been obli-

"(]I) any available amount for 

the Dnmediately p:reeooing fiscal year 

that has not been obligated by a State 

or sub-State entity, excluding any 

amount paid to··a State or sub·State 

entity [T] and any amount d.esen'bed 

in subclause (IJl); and 

IaI 005 
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"(ID) any amO\lIlt remitted pur­

suant to subparagraph (C)(",) that-~ -.:. '. '. -
not been obligated. 

"(v) 8TA.T~. l"ERCENTAGE.-& 

used in clause (ill), the term. 'State 

. percentage' means, with roopoot to a 

fiscal year, ¥a of the sum of-

"(sa) the ~tage rep­

resented by the nmnber of indi­

vidnals in the State whose in­

come does not exceed the poverty 

line divided by .the number such 

individuals in the Uni1:ed States; 

"(bb) the percentage rep­

resented by the number of unem­

p]oyOO individuals in the State di­

vided bv the number of sueh indi-• 

viduals in the 'United States; and 

"(00) the pa-eentage rep­

resented by the number of indi­

viduals who are recipients of as­

sistance under the State program 

funded under this part divided by 

the number of individuals in the 

United ~tates who are recipients 

- ~ .. 
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of assistance under any State 

progta:rn funded under this.p¢.. 

«(vi) INTR.-\STATEDISTRIBUTIO& oi 
FUND8.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-:A. State to 

which a grant is made uilder tlJis S1:1b­

paragraph shall distrl"'bute not less 

than 85 parcent of the grant funds 

among the service delivery areas in 

the State. in accordance with a. for­

mulawhieh-

"(aa) determines the 

amount to be distnlluted for the 

benefit of a service delivery area. 

in proportion to the poverty rate 

of the service delivery- area. rel­

ative to the :poverty rates of the 

other semae delivery areaS in the 

State, and accords a. weight of 

not less than 50 percent' to this 

factor; '. 

d(bb) may determine the 

am.Outtt to be distributed for the 

benefit of a service delivery area 

in proportion to the number of 

~007 
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individuals residing in the SSl"\o:iee . 

deliverv area who have reeeiVed 
~ .' '. 

assistance under the. State"" p~. 
gram funded· 'Ullder this part 

(whether in effect before or after 

the amendmeD.ts made by section 

l03(a) of the Personal Respon· 

sibili~ and Work Opportunity 

~ncilia.tion .A.et first applied to 

the State) for at least 30 months 

(whether or not ooZlSeeutive) rel­

ative to the number of such indi­

viduals residing in the other serv­

ice delivezy areas in the State; 

and 

"(cc) may determine the 

amount to be distnouted for the 

benefit of a service delivery area 

in proportion to the number of 

miemployed indhiduals residing 

in the sefvice delivery area rel­

ative to the number of sueh indi-

viduals residing in the other serv­

ice delivery areas in th~ State. 

I4l 008 
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"(II) SPECIAL RULE.-Notttith-

standing subclause (I), if the fotniula 
. "'. '" 

llSed pursuant to subclause (I) would·· 
resalt in the clistribution of less than 

$100,000 during a fiscal year for the 

benefit of a service delivery area., then 

in lieu of distributing snch sum in ac­

cordance with the fonnula, such such 

sbalI be a.~able for distribution 

under subcl.~ (III) during the fisea.l 

year. 

"(ill) PRoJECTS TO EELP LONG­

TERM RECIPIENTS OF . .ASSISTANCE 

INTO THE WORK FORCE.-The Gov­

ernor of a State to which a grant is 

made under this subparagraph may 

diMoute not more than. 15 percent of 

the grant funds (plus any amount re­

quired to be distnbuted undm- this 

subclause by reason of subcla.use (IT) 

to projects tWit appear likely to help 

long-term recipients of assistance 

under the State program. funded 

under this part (whether in effect be­

fore or after the amendments made by 

IaJ 009 
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section l03(a) of the Petsonal Re­

sponsibility and Work Opport~ty . 
. .'. . ... 

Reconciliation .Aet first applied w. th~' 
State) enter the 'Work force. 

"( •• ) A~ . VII 4.JJMINISTRATIO!'<.-

"(1) L"i GENERAL.~A grant 

made undel" this subparagraph to a 

State shall be adm.illistered by the 

State agency that is SIlpervising, or 

responsible for the supeI"'lisioll of. the 

State program funded under this ptIrt, 

or by a.p.other State agency designated 

. by the Governor of the Staro. subjed: 

to subclause (IT). 

"(ll) SPENDING BY P.R1VATE IN­

DUSTRY COUNcn..s.-The private in­

dustry council for a service delivery 

area shall have sole authority· to eJ>:­

pend the amounts provided for the 

benefit of a S8l"\ice delivery area 

under subparairaph (vi)(I), after con­

sultation with the ~ency responsible 

for administering the State program 

funded under this part in the ~ce 

~010 



06/03/97 10: 50 '6' 

F:' MD',SHAW' RECOKOOl 

I 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

." .. '.'.". -'." ., .......... . 

10 

delivery area, sabject; to, subclause 

(m). '.--
.' . '" 

"(ill) PRoHIBITION, AoAL"I'ST" 
SELF-FUNDING • ...,...,A; private industry 

cotmcil may not directly provide Sen"­

ices using fonds provided llIlder this 

snbpara.graph.[cla.usef $UOpa.ragrapk! 

paragraphfJ 

"(B) CoMPE"rI1'lvE GRAJ>ITS.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary, in 

coD8Ultation with the Secretaxy of Health 

and Hmnan Services, shall make grants in 

accordance with this subparagraph, in each 

fiscal year specified in Subparagraph (G), 

to eligJ.1>le applicants based on the likeli· 

hood that the applicant can successfully 

make long-term. placements of inifuiduals ' 

into the workforce. 

"(ii) ELIGIBLE APPIJCANTS.-As used 

in clause (i), the term. 'cligl1>le applicant' 

means a private indUstry council C1r a polit­

ical subdivision of a State. 

"(iii) DETERMINATION OF GR.WT 

AMOUNT.-fu determining the amount of a. 

grant to be made tmder this snbparagrapb 

~011 

-.; 
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for a project proposed by an applicant, the 

Seeretary shall pro\ide the applicant' ,With 
. .:. : .~. 

an amount sufficient to eIlS'llre that the· 

project has a reasonable oPPOrtunii;y to be 

successful. 

"(iv) TARGETING OF 100 CITIES WITH 

GREATESt' NOMSER OF PERSONS BELOW 

TEE POVERTY LINE.-The Secretary shall 

use not less than 15 peroent of the fonds 

available for a fiscal year for grants under 

this subparagraph to make gran~ to the 

100 cities in the United States with the 

highest number of, residem. with an ,in­

come that does not ~ the poverty line. 

«(iv) FuNDING.-For grants under 

this subparagraph for each fiscal year 

specified in subp~ph (G), there shall 

be available to the Secretaty an amoUllt 

equa.lto the sum of-

"(I) 50 percent of the sum of-

"(aa) 'the amount specified 

in subparagraph (G) for th~ fis­

cal year, minus the total of the 

amounts reserved p=t to 

1aI0i.2 
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snbpaI'ac.ara.phs (E) and (F) for 

the fis<!al ,-ear: and . , 

"(bb) any amouut res~'ed" 

parsuant to . subpa.ragraph (E) 

for the immediately prece<ling fis­

cal. vear that has not been obli-• 

gated; and 

"(II) any amount a.~le for 

grants under this subparagraph for 

the immediately preceding fiscal ~ 

that ha.s not been obligated.. 

"(C) Ll:MlTaTlONS ON USE OF FUNDS.-
, 

C<.(i) ALLOWAID..E AC'l"IVI'I'J:ES-:An en.-

tity to which funds are provided under this 

pa,rngr-aph may use the funds in any man­

ner that moves mto the workforce recipi­

ents of aS$istance under the PrOgram fund· 

ed under this part of the State in which 

the entity is located, iDcllI.Wng for any of 

the following; 

"(1) Job Creation through publfu 

or private sector employment wage 

subsidies, 

"(II) On-the-job trainjng. 

IaJ 013 
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"(m) Contracts ~ job place- . 

ment companies. 01" p:ublic job p~~e- ". 

ment programs. 

"(IV) Job't'ou<!hers. 

"(v) Job retention or support 

services if snch semees are not other-

mse~le. 

"(ii) REQOI&ED BENEFICL\RIES.-An 

entity to which funds are provided under 

this pan.gnq>h shall ~nd a.t least 90 

percent of the funds for the benefit of 1"8-

cipie.nts of assistanae U?der the progra.m. 

funded: under this part' of the State in ' 

wDicll the entity is looated, ~o m.eet the 

requirements of any of the fono~g Sllb-

c1amses; 

"(I) The individual has received 

~e under the State program. 

funded under this part (whether in ef­

fect befo1"8or after the amendments 

made by section 103 of the Personal 

Responsibility and Work Opportunity 

Reeonci1iat:ion Act of 1996 first apply 

to the State) for at least 30 months 

(whether or not consecutive)_ 

~014 
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"(n) _J\.t least 2 of the follomng: 

apply to the recipient: .' '.' ., 
" 

"(aa.) The indhidllaI ha$':n~"'. 

cOmpleted secoudaty school ot" 
, . 

obtained a certificate of general 

eqcivaleacy. 

"(bb) The individual, re­

qajres subs\:a.nee abuse treatment 

for employment. 

"(ce) The individual has low 

basic skills. 

H (dd) Th~ individual has 
. 

worked for fewer than 8. of ~e 
. 

most reeeut 12 months. 

The ~tary shall prescribe such 

regulations as may be uecessary to in· 

terpret this subclause. 

"(ill) WIthin 12 months, the in· 

dividual will become ineligible for as­

sistance ,under the State program 

. funded under this part by reason of a 

durational limit on such assistance, 

withOllt regard to any exemption p~ 

vided pursuant to section 

I4J 015 
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1 408(a)(7)(C) that may appl:- to the 

2 indindual. .. 
. . 

3 "(iii) LOOT.tTION ON AP~LICABn.iTY"· 

4 OF SECTION 404.-The roles of seetion 

5 404, other than subseCtions (b), (f), and 

6 (h) of section 404, shall not apply to a 

7 grant made under this paragraph. 

8 "(iv) PRoHIBITION AGAINST USE OF 

9 GRANT Ft1NDS FOR ANY O'i'HER FUND 

10 MATCHING REQrnREMENT.-·:An entity to 

I 1 which ftwds are pro"Oided under this pax.t-

12 graph shall not use any part of the funds 

13 to fulfill any obligation of any $tate, politi-. . 
14 cal subdivision, or private indusl:ry coun.eiJ. 

15 to contnbute funds under other Federal 

lQ law. 

17 H(V) DEADLINE FO:R EXPENDITURE.-

18 .An entity to which funds. are pl"Ovided 

19 under this paragraph shall remit to the 

20 Sec:t-eta.ry anY part of the funds that are 

21 notel:pended witbiri 3 years after the date 

22 the funds are so provided. 

23 "CD) DEFINInONS.-:As used in this P<U<L-

24 graph; 
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I "(i) POVERTY LINE.-The tenn 'PO'\"-

2 erty line' means the poverty line as ti~~~ 

3 by the Secretaxy of Labor using th~: ni~t 
4 rooeut data. available. from. the Bureau of 

5 the Censas. 

6 "(ii) PruvATE INDUSTRY COUNcn:...-, 

7 The term 'private indu:sby COtmcil' means, 

8 with respect to a service delli-ery area, the 

9 private iudttstty cOuncil (or successor en-

·10 tity) established for the service de1ker.1 

11 arM. pursuant to the Job Training Part-

12 nership .Aet. 

13 "(ill) Sl::ORETA.RY.-Th.e term 'See-

14 retary' means the $ec:retary of Labor, ex-

15 cept.as otherwise expressly provided.. 

16 "(iv) SERvICE DELIVJ!mY _~.-1'he 

17 term 's.etvice delively area.' shall have the 

18 meaning given such term for purposes of 

19 the .rob ll-aining Partnership.Act. 

20 "(E) 8F:r-.A$Jl)E FOR INDIAN TRIBES.-l 

21 pp..rcent of the amount specified in subpara-

"Y) graph (G) fOl" each fiscal year shall be reserved 

23 for grants to Indian. tnbes under section 

24 412(a)(3). 

Juna- 2. 1997 ('0:13 D.tn.l 
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1 "(F) SET-ASIDE FOR EVALU.\Tl()~S,-O.5 

2 percent of th~ amount specified in su~pal"3..,. 

3 graph (G) for each fiscal year shaJI·.be re~ed 
4 for use by" the SeeretaIjof Health !UJ-d Human 

5 Services to carry out section 413(j). 

6 '~(G) FuNDING.-To aarry out this p~-

7 gmph., there are authorized to be appro-

8 priated,-

9. "(i) $100;000,000 for each of £iscal 

10 years 1998 and 1999; . 

11 "(ii) $1,000,000,000 for fiscal year 

12 2000; and 

13 . «(iii) $600,000,000 fur fiscal year 

14 2001. 

15 "(H) BuDGET SCORING.-Notwithstanding 

16 l>SCtion 457(b)(2) of the Bal8ll;ced Budget and 

17 Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the 

18 . baseline shall assume that no grant shall be 

19 made under this paragraph or under sootion 

20 412(a)(3) after fiscal year 2001.". 

21 (b) GRANTS TO lNDIA. ... TRmES.-Seclion 412(a) of 

22 such Act (42 U.S.C. 612(a» is ameuded by adding at'the 

23 end the following: 

24 "(3) WE.UFARE-TO-WORK GRANTS.- . 

I4J 018 
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1 "(A) L,.. GE!II"ERAL.-The SecreUU;r shall 

2 make a. grant in accord..anee mth this p~h 

3 to an' Indian tribe fOl- each fiscal :-ear specffi~(1. :,' 

4 in ooetion 403(a)(5)(G) for which the Tndian 

5 tribe is a welfare-to-worlt tnoe, in such amOlmt 

6 as the Secretary deems appropriate, subjeet to 

7 subparagraph (B) of this paragraph. 

8 "(B) MATCHING REQUIREl'dENT.-The 

9 Secret.ar;r shall not make a. grant under this 

10 paragraph to 8Jl Indian tribe for a fiscal year 

II ill an a.molUlt that exceeds 2 times the total of 

12 the expenditures by the Indian tnoe (excluding 

13 tribal expe:ndittJ.res descn"bed in section 

14 409(a)(7)(B)(iv» dnring the fiscal yes.:r on ac~ 

IS tivities described in section 403(a,)(5)(C)(i). 

16 "(0) WElLF'.ARE-To-WO:RKTEIBE.-,An In-

17 dian tribe shall be considered a welfare-to-work 

18 tribe for a fiscal year for purposes of this para-

19 graph if the Indian tribe meets the following re-

20 quire:ments: 

21 "(i) The Indian' tribe has submitted. to 

" the SecretaJ:y (in ~ form of amendments 

23 to the tribal fumily assistance plan) a plan 

24 which describes how, consistent with sec-

25 tion 403(a)(5), the Indian tribe will use 

Jun.,2. llr.l7 (lOOl3 p.m.) 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

19 

a.n~r funds prorided UDder this paragraph 

during the fiscal year. 

"(ii) The Indian tribe has Plm1d~":: 
the &eret.ary with an .. estimate of the 

am.ount that the Indian tribe intends to ex­

pafid du.riQg the fiscal year (excluding tnb­

a! expenditures described in section 

409(a){7)(B)(iv» fur activities described in 

sootiGn 403(a)(5)(C)(i). 

"(ill) Tha Indian tribe has agreed to 

negoiiate in good faith with the Secretary 

of Health and Human Services with re-

spect to the substance of any evaluation 

under section 4130), and to cooperate with 

the conduct of any such evaluation.. 

«CD) LIMITATIONS ON USE' OF FUNDS.-

Section 403(a)(5)(C) shall apply to funds pr0-

vided to Indian tribes under this paragraph in 

the same manner in whieh Stlch section applies 

to fonds pro'Vided under section 403(a)(5).". 

21 (c) EVALUATIONS.-$ectioll 413 of such Aet (42 

22 U.S.C. 613) is amended by adding at the end the follmv· 

23mg: 

24 <tG) EvALUATION OF WELFARE-To-WORK PRo-

25 GRAMS.-The Secrete.ry-

141020 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

20 

"(1) shall. in consultation mth the Secretar:t"of 

Labor, de't"elop a. plan to e-t"alllate hoW" grants D;lsde .,. 

tmder sectiollS 403(a)(5) and 412(a)(3)ha.ve:~:;: 
used; and 

'«2) may rnUua.~ the use of such grants by 

snch grantees as the Secretary deems appropria.te, in 

aooordance with an. ~aJ.t entered into uitb. the 

grantees after- good-faith n.egotia.tions.tt • 

@021 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 

May 29,1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: Elena Kagan ~ 

SUBJECT: Welfare to Work Proposal 

Attached is the one-pager we sent to the Hill late last week outlining the Administration's 
position on the design of the $3 billion welfare-to-work fund. Also attached are one-pagers we 
received this afternoon on the House Republican and Democratic proposals. The legislative 
process is moving quickly, with House Ways and Means Republicans planning to draft 
legislation this weekend, hold a subcommittee markup on Friday June 6, and hold a full 
committee markup early the next week. 

We had a productive meeting this afternoon with the Departments of Labor, HHS, HUD, 
and Treasury. We agreed that we should emphasize the following list of priorities to House 
Ways and Means staff at our meeting tomorrow morning: 

• Half of all welfare~to-work funds should go to directly to cities, with cities and states 
subject to identical rules and program requirements. (The House Republican proposal 
would give all the money to states for distribution.) 

• All funds should be awarded competitively, to promising welfare-to-work projects -- not 
distributed based on a formula. Under this enterprise zone model, the grants would be 
awarded by the Department of Labor in consultation with HHS and HUD. (The House 
Republicans would distribute at least 80% of the funds on a formula basis.) 

• A portion of the funds -- 20% in our proposal -- should be distributed as performance­
based bonuses, to encourage the job placement and retention of long-term welfare 
recipients living in especially high povertylhigh unemployment areas. (The House 
Republicans have no such provision.) 

• States and cities should be permitted to use the funds to create public sector jobs in areas 
of high unemployment. (The House Republicans would not permit this use.) 

• Strong language prohibiting worker displacement should be included. (The House 
Republican draft does not include such language.) 

The House Democratic alternative is somewhat vague, but it basically comports with our views 
on all of these issues. 
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You should know how the exact language of the budget agreement reads on these issues. 
It states that the funds shall be "allocated to States through a formula and targeted within a State 
to areas" with high poverty and unemployment. It then states that "a share of the funds would go 
to cities/counties with large poverty populations commensurate with the share of long-term 
welfare recipients in those jurisdictions." 

We still have a number of technical issues where we must clarify the Administration's 
position. In particular, we have not reached closure on (1) the precise manner in which the 
performance bonus would work, (2) whether job training is an allowable use of the funds, and (3) 
whether economic development projects that would employ welfare recipients would qualify for 
funding. Secretary Rubin may raise the first two issues tomorrow; Secretary Cuomo will raise 
the third. 

The most important unresolved issue is one that Secretary Shalala will raise with you 
tomorrow. Now that we have clarified our position that the Department of Labor should 
administer this program, she does not believe that it should be part of the T ANF welfare block 
grant. HHS staff have told us that Hill staff are willing to discuss this issue, even though the 
budget agreement specifically refers to these funds as part ofTANF. 

All participants in today's meeting (including Barry White from OMB) agreed that we 
should not try to produce additional paper (either a fuller summary, specs, or legislation) prior to 
the Ways and Means markup. Time is extremely short, and we have always found it exceedingly 
difficult to reduce a welfare-to-work plan to writing. The Treasury Department suggested 
revisiting the issue of sending up legislation after the Ways and Means markup. 
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Administration's Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge Proposal 

Consistent with the budget agreement, this proposal would add $3.0 billion in capped 
mandatory spending to TANF for welfare-ta-work in areas with high poverty and 
unemployment to help long-term recipients get and keep jobs. 

Funding: 

• Challenge grants would be awarded on a competitive basis to States, cities, and 
counties who have submitted applications for welfare to work programs for long 
term welfare recipients. Preference will be given to programs operating in areas 
with high poverty and unemployment rates. 

• 50% of funds would be earmarked for States, and 50% for cities and counties. At 
least 20 percent of the total would be provided as performance-based bonus grants 
to reward success in placing and retaining long-term recipients injobs. To apply, 
states must meet an 80 percent TANF maintenance of effort. 

• Grants would be awarded by the Department of Labor in consultation with the 
Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of Housing and 

. Urban Development. 

Allowable uses: 

• Private sector wage subsidies; 

• Contracts with job placement companies or public job placement programs; 

• Job vouchers; 

• Job retention services; 

• Job creation in high unemployment areas and on Indian reservations. 

The program shall include strong assurances of nondisplacement and nondiscrimination. 

5123/97 
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ID: ~~A'! 2S'9(, 

Overview of Possible 
$3 flillion Welfure·In-Work FundJng 

MAY 27. 1997 

12:20 No.OOS P.Ol 

1. ~sljyjdQd alDene 'lares. In pnlportion to poverty, unemploymem, number on IV -A. Stall!.. 
would have up to 3 years to &jX:nd each year'8 a\lOCGtion. 

2.. !low di.sbursed wjthin states. Govermm must dlmlbute at least 8(l percelll of their funds l(l 

political subdivi~i()ns within their stale based on a formula developed in collaboratiOn willi SUlIt: 
Human Resource Investmellt Councils. Poverty levels must be the most important fllCtor ill the 
formula of every 'Iale; al leasl half the weight of the formula must be poYen)'. Olher faclars thaI 
g()Vel11(ITS may take into accQUII\ include, bUI are lKlt limlllld 10, welfare use, loItg-tenn welfare 
dependency, lind unemployment. AI their option, governors may distribute up 1020 pttCCnl of the 
~tat<: sllonnem to projects, such lIS sattlralicm grants for der>ressod areas, that have nationwide or 
statewide significance, 

>. Slate Administering ugpncy. PuMS muse be administered dlrough the state TANfi agency but 
must he distributed to and spending approved by the Private lmlustry Council. (and successor 
organizalions) at the local level. 

4. What slate must do to qualify: 
--!!O% MOE . 
--I for 2 Alate/tooeral mateh (cannot be used for allY oth~r tederal match) 
--submit plan as an amendmenr to their section 4tr.l stale plan 
--agree to cvsluali(lIl 
-. I 5% administrative cap 

8, Eligjble; jDdiYidual~. At least 80 percent of a sUl1e's funds mu~t be spem on long-ternl recipient~ 
(18 months or Ol(lre) and those with lDultiple barriers. 

9. Evaluation "t 3~jdc. The Secretary of f1HS will receive funds equal to .5 percent of [ite annual 
amount and develop her own evaluation plan. The evaluatIon plan Inust he developed in 
comultati(lll with rhe Secn'tary of Lahur. 

10. Alipwable aCliviJics: 
--PJ;vare sector wage subsidies; 
--On-tll·job training; 
-Col1lract~ with job placc1llell! ;:ompanies or public job placement programs; 
-·]oll vouchers; 
·-Job retention services. 

II. Set-ll.ide for Indjans. 1% 

12. Penalty. States that fail to meet rhe tenus of their state plan will be required to return all 
misspent funds. 

rl3LJilliOlJ 
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Democratic Principles for a Welfare-to-Work Initiative 
May 28,1997 

. ',. 

Purposc.- The budget agreement provides a total of $3 hilI ion in capped m2mdatcl'X.fuJnds 
welfare-to-work initiative. These funds should be used only to expand 
low-skilled workers at high risk of reaching welfare time limits. 

Eligible participsnts.- For this grant program, eligible 
TANF recipients who have had no significant" work 
received cash assistance for more than 36 months, and 
search program under T ANF without securing emplo:yr 

Distribution of funds.- Grants should bc awarded by 
with the Departments ofHHS and HUD, to both Sta·te~ 
those proposing the most innovati ve and promising 
hard to employ welfare recipients. A ~llt,~r~lnti,,1 
areas of a State with the highest cOlmblimltie,Do 
without unnecessary duplication of effort 
of available funds should be reserved 
merit to thc cntity in the State res:pOlJ! 
authority for that agency to colnlT,", 

reallocated to qualified apl)hcan~ 

of Labor. in consultation 
on the basis of merit to 

opportunities for 
awarded to those 

job shortage, 
grants. One percent 

funds should be awarded on 
work requirements, with 

Any unused funds should be 

'COlmulurlitil!S should be permitted to offer 
subsidies to expand the supply of private 

lonnrl)fit or public agencies designed to address pressing 
~acement companies or public job placement 
~telltiem or support services for employment purposes. 

:UC2IrlC(;S of nondisplacement and nondiscrimination. 

of the funds should be set aside in later years for 
to reward placement and retention oflong-term TANFIAFDC 

.uu,.uu be awarded to a State only if the Department (If Health amI Human 
that (l) the State cannot meet its T ANF work requirements without 

(2) total State spending on T ANF work activities in thc prior fiscal ycar 
exceeded State spcnding on JOBS programs in fiscal year 1996; (3) the State has met 100 percent 
of its maintenance-of-effort requirements under TANF; and (4) the State has the ability and 
resources to carry out the proposed project. 

J:\D<':OI,T()N\Wf'\~·c:I rJI'C 97\Worl: principles ...... pd 

\: 
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. ; '"+:~ Elena Kagan 
,-,+-- «.,,""'-t.' 05/31/9702:37:20 PM , 

Record Type: Record 

To: Phillip Caplan/WHO/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: WTW -- Friday afternoon meeting 

"""""----------------- Forwarded by Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP on 05/31/97 02:37 PM ---------------------------

Barry White 
05/31/97 10:18:45 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: Maureen H. Walsh/OMB/EOP, Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP 
Subject: WTW -- Friday afternoon meeting 

These notes will supplement the phone call to Elena and staff briefings in passing. 

Process. To recap expected timing of next steps: 

Haskins expects his draft Monday morning. He will make it available to. us through Palast, who 
takes responsibility for getting to HHS and us. If it doesn't come directly to DPC, I'll get it 
there, and will get it to Stegman at HUD and Barr at Treasury (who called about all this Friday 
night). 

Haskins is open to meeting with a small group late Monday to provide comments and input to a 
second draft. AS noted below, he accepts that he needs some. input on several issues. 

Haskins expects to be able to circulate a draft Tuesday or Wednesday at the latest, with mark 
up scheduled fDr Friday, for WTW and Dther matters: immigrants (grandfathering all Dn the roils 
instead of the Agreement on new applicants; deportation; sponsorship at 150% of poverty 
eliminates benfits; no AIDs aliens; et al -- Tarplin has a complete list); FLSA; privatization; TANF 
transfers for Title XX and childcare; limiting amount of high school and voc ed that can count 
for TANF requirements; and UI (Pennington). 

Colton provided a preliminary list of minority amendments to the expected bill. (Kagan has by 
fax; OMB staff: in your boxes), 

Colton may want Administration people at meeting of Dem LAs; she will call WH and/or Palast 
and Tarplin, 



W&M and E&W. Haskins reported that he and the Education and Workforce committee staff have 
been unable to agree on a WTW design. Haskins favors competition and qualitative judgements on 
plans. E&W favors including the WTW money in the broad block grant approach it has approved as 
the replacment for JTPA. Not clear how this will play out among the members, but Haskins is 
drafting his way for now. 

What do the cities think. Not yet clear. Some think they would accept the pass through from 
States approach (see below), in lieu of direct grants from the Feds. Palast is to get a straight story 
from the Conf of Mayors. 

Content. 

Some mix of competitive and formula grants. Proportion likely to be a members issue. Formula 
will focus on poverty and unemployment and numbers on welfare. 

DOL administers. 

Split between States and cities, and degree of control over money by cities not clear, but m.1!.y 
be achieved via a statutoriliy reguired pass-through from States as jn JTPA. Substate formula 
based on poverty plus welfare rolls, long term recipients. The Agreement says local areas must 
have poverty 20% above State average, but Haskins is sceptical of reality of that figure. 

rFunding from State or locals has to be approved by PICs. This is confused due to limited 
~nderstanding of the JTPA/PIC structure; DOL will provide some drafting clarity 

One/third State match ($1 State to $2 Fed). with State $ not usable to meet any other Federal 
match. States must meet TANF 80% MOE. 15% admin cap. 

Eligible individuals are: 

1. 
2. 

~' 
On welfare for 30 months; or 
Have less than one year before mandatory TANF termination; or 
Meet any two of the following four conditions (each to be defined by the Secretary): 
a. School dropout; 
b. Low skills; 
c. Less than 3 of the last 12 months in the labor force; 
d. Drug abuser. 

HHS (not DOL) receives .5% of the annual appropriation for evaluation, developed in 
consultation with DOL. (On $3 billion, this is $150 million, which has to be a typo; must be 
.05%). 

7 C State legislature must appropriate the grant to States; role not clear for grants to cities. 

Allowable activities: 
Job creation, through public or private sector wage subsidies; 
On-the-job training; 
Contracts with job placement companies or public job placement programs; 
Job vouchers; 
Job retention services or support services if not otherwise available. 

No performance bonuses. 
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'To ~v-.. 
C'1"'+W'" 

T>-i ............... 
POSSIBLE SHAW MARK (yv~ Vtl.-.. l &lL) 

T ANF AMRNDMENTS 

1. FL8A - minimum wage 
• Workfare is not employment 
• States muSI count the value of food stamps and T ANF cash assistance, divided by 

the minimum wage, toward the hours of participation rules 
• States may count the value of housing, child care, and Medicaid, divided by the 

minimum wage, toward the hours of participation rules 
• Once maximum workfare hours have been reached, States may count hours spent 

on other allowable activities Gob search, education and training) 

2. Welfare-to-work (budget agreemt:nt) 
3. 20 percent - vocational education 
4. Title XX transfer 
S. Clarify pro-rata benefit reduction 

SSI AMENDMENTS 

I. McCrery - disabled child issue 
2. California maintenance of effort 
3. SS} fees (budget agreement) 
4. Border Indians 

LEGAL IMMIGRANTS 

J. 

2. 
3. 

4. 
S. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Grandfather those on the rolls as of August 22 but no new applicants (altered version of 
budget agreement) 
Refugees - 7 years (hudget agreement) 
If the sponsor has income of I SO percent of poverty, the alien is not eligible for S8l orJ 
Medicaid 
Public charge deportation 
No welfare entry pledge 
No one on welfare can hi: a sponsor 
AIDS 
Definition of means-tested programs 
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UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 

1. Permington 
2. Actors 
3. Christian schools 
4. Poll workers 
5. Trust fund ceiling (budget agreement) 
6. Anti-fraud (budget agreement) 
7. Indians 

J:IDCOLTONlWPlWclfarc 9715·28 Show motk omlinc.wpd 



HR ID: MAY 30'97 

POSSIBLE SUBCOMMITIEE AMENDMENTS 
May2S, 1997 

GENERAL AMENDMENT 

1. Limit the mark to items in the budget agreement 
- Welfare-to-work 
- SSI fees 

6:59 No.OOl P.04 

- Restore benefits to legal immigrants, including new applicants present in the US on 
~p~n.lm . 
-Rcfugees 
- UI trust fund ceiling 
- UI anti-fraud 

TANF AMENDMENTS 

1. FLSA - minimum wage 
-Work off benefit, then count job search and education J 
- training for) 2 months, then its wages 
- strike ·workfare is not employment· . 

2. Welfare-to-Work 
- Modifications to Shaw mark 
- Blue Dogs proposal 
- Proposal based on Democratic principles 

3. Miscellaneous 
- 20 percent - vocational education - take out teen parent' 
- Titlc XX transfer -- limit to ) 0 percent 
- Contingency fund - Lift funding cap 

SSI AMENDMENTS 

I. California maintenance of effort 
- Strike? 



HR ID: MAY 30'97 

LEGAL IMMIGRANTS 

I. Restoration of benefits to aliens 
- Pure budget agreement (include new applicants) 
- Add disabled after entry paid for (7) With extension of the FUTA tax 
- Small new entrants provision? 

2. Non-Ways and Means Issues 
- Strike? 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 

J. Pennington 
- alternative? 

J:\JX;(1I.T()N\WI'\S~28 Subcommll1cc M'lcndmcn' listwpd 

7:00 No.OOl P.OS 
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Oifft:rt:ncell Between Blue'Do~ Welfare TO Work Proposal and propoial X 

1. P.rfunnunn bUDU' 30'Yo of the funds allocated to states would be distrlbuled bascc1 on 
succc$$ful phiCCIIICIIl:i uf\UJlIl-tc:nn welfare reL"ipi.nl~. SllItt:S wuuld receive u basic bonus ofSIOOO 
for.each .uccc .. ful placclllc111, with larg<l bo"u.~. for pl""C:IIICIl~~ lhul rC:IlWrcllllI1=lIlc:r ~Ul!. ell'un 
(pllleemenu in ucas of high unemployment; placements of individuals with barriet's to cmployulclll; 
plaoemenU in new businesse. <rcalcd by k"erosing public resources; placemen15 that result in 
earnings above 130% of pov~rty, etc) 

The perfonnance b'rant mUe:NrC will address ,.oncems about "eroQming" by giving st"tea lin 

incentive to target hard to place recipients wilhout establishing federAl requirements dielllting the 
.. Iloo"lion of Nnde within the slllte. P.rfo=""e~ grants will direct federal Nncb to the mogt 
dlt.etive program. by rewBldinsstlll". with a proven record of sueceu. 

2. AllD~8tion of fIIndt within JtBt~ ,-tSile delivery sYlt~m. The state. plan must provide 
I!Ssurancc:s that high-poverty an:u~ will ne llirgererl, l>\Ir c1"e~MT mandRl~. a tormllla.for distribution 
of funds within the state. Lik~wise. the state phm mu.<t indude rrnvi,in~ .• fnr '.(Insllitation and 
coordination Wllh locol organizations involved in the workforce ~y'T~m, 1m! does 0(11 mnnrlme lhat 
funds be distributed through PICs. The program J'Ire,erve~ the flcyihliry tit .<Tates to allo<Jlte limds 
in The most appropriate manner for thaI Slale, and u.~e.' lh~ J'Ierfonnanr.e granT .Tnlr.tllre to hold staTes 
accountable for the use of funds to pr~cnl "creaming" or inne1'icient u.<e of fllnd~. 

3. Pcrforul.u"c lIuul. SU.I~s rec~ivinK funds under the program would be required 10 meet 
performance go~ls establiobed by the Seer.Wry !'.KuNin); plllC~m~'llt r4L._, retention rates and 
cllminllS for welfarg recipients pl .. ~ in private seClOr ellll'loYlllell1 in uNcr IU rl:t.:eivc fe<lc:r<l1 funds 
in !ubse'luenl )'CIII", unless the state i. implementing a corrective eOlllpliaJlce "I .. u bllPru_co.l by Lb. 
Secretnry or had on unemployment or poverty rale th.t Illet the rcquiJ:elllcllIs For th" ~ulin~ellt.:Y 
fund in At leagt three: months in the previous year. The perfomlll.llCC goals complculeul Lhe bul1uS 
£trueture to ensure t!utt tcderlll funds uc directed 10 tft'cctivc prograllls I!.ll.d hold states ac(;(,uIIU1ule 
for the us. of f.dor31 fundG. 

4. Job plaeemunt voueher-I Stales would b. (gQuired to provide ClB individuals gi ... en /lUi,tanc. 
nnder the program with the ~ of receiving ajob placement vouoher that could be redeemed by 
IIl:credilr.r1 jnb plac.ement companie~ I)r private sector employers bllsed on bothjob placement and 
rel"n!.i,,". lnr-. plnc.cment ... oucher. would empower welfare recipients to find prosrams that best 
meet their individual needs and wjll eneClirall" tho creation of <l competitive system of job 
placement nTg~ni7.aljcms, - , , 

The vouch~rs could be redeemea M.~et1 nn rlne.ements, bitt a'portion of the. payment would be 
witheld until the recipient has held tmployment for nine mnnrh.'. 

S. GUIIIS 10 clIlIIlIlunily b_red uri!_nlzatlons 20% of the runds would b~ reServed for competitive 
grants Lo comnluniries, eoulIlic" Or "riv"lo "u1omunily-based orgDlllzations (such as CommunitY 
Devclopm~nl Corporation.) for pn)gl:atlls lu help lung-tc:rm welfare recipients obtain private: sector 
employment. The graDtlI ..... ould be disLribuL=u IIInuntt ~ntlIlI .. medium-sized and larie communities . 

. . 

ot:,:! LS/OC/SO 
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6. ll.e ofCund, ro~ fooil dam(l recifllenU !';tate .• would be allowed 10 lISe up 10 30% ortIS 
alloCAtion I'" ('lace fnon ~I~ml' r~cil'ient~ Ruhjec[ [0 the work·requirements from tho welfare bill in 
private sector "ml'lnym~nT. ~TAte.~ ~hnu!U he allowed 10 usc: wclfare recipients becau.,c this group is 
subje<:1 to much mMe ~Trillg~nt work requiremenl~ Ihan TANF reclpieritS and stales receive less 
t"d<,ral limding fM fnnn <tamr employment Il11d training progrllffis than T ANF funds for work 
prneTllm<, In order to prevent "creaming" requirements could be added thai funds could only be 
used (or individuals who mel criteria reillrdlng barriers to cmploymenL 

7. Job crelltiun. Sillies ~1l"lu U:l\: fun.!. r,"' 1''''tl'WU' to create jo~ for long-term weltilrQ recipients 
ill ~r~\Ilj ufhil!h pu,crty.(eith~r directly or tlu'Ough grunt5 and conlI1lcU with non-profit 
orgallizatious). 

8. Job placement counted toward T,ANF pftTlicipatioD rale. Individuols who lose TANF QS 0. 

result of coming. froln private sector ~mploymcnt obtaincdb"""usc c)fthis progrwn would be 
counted in meeting TJ\NF .... 'ork participation rates for 12 months tQ give stAte. credit for efforts to 
help TANF recipient. obUlin and keep private sector omployment thaI providos earnings that allow 
the recipient to become'self-s.u-fioionl. 

9. TtlGger for rele ... offulld. The funds would not b. rdea~~d unle~s ten or more states certi1y 
that they will need additional funds to meet T ANF work parucipation rates to emure that the fund,~ 
will be sp~nl only if necessory, . 

10. Dbtrlbution of fUDd, Rmo"g statel 70% ohhe thnds ~!lnrJlT('.ti In 'Tnr1'_~ wnuld he disrrihuted 
based on the nllmi:ler nf:in<1ividMI< rh~llh •. ,tllie mll~tl'la.:e in worle activities 10 meet TANF . 
[,articipBlinn rates so that federal funds lire directly related 10 (h~ federal mandates on stlltes for 
work pros:rams. The remoininl.l 30% UffWlds allocated ta sla~s would be: dislribwed based on the 
success of Slate program9 through pcrfonnance bonuses. 

11. Adminbtnllin fUlllb Provides SCPllrlllc di~~rc~iulllltY uvprovri~tiolls far l:liI11tS to states for 
~dminislrUtivc ~xpenscS insLc~d ur rcquirllll; slute. Lu fuud lI'Imilli.lr .. tiv¢ ,;osts out of $3 billion 
!lllIIldalury funuin~. 

11. State ill.lch Rcquire. a 20% state match to require a stalC Bnan.ial stake in the program 
",ithoul unduly di.couraging 5tatt~ from participuling in the program, . 
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Bluc Dog Welfa~e to Worl, Progrllm 

Section I Funding 

(a) Mandatory Al'l'rnrrlqtlon 

(I) IN GENERAL. Out ofmo1>ey in the TreasulY of tile Uniled Slll .. /luL uLhcrwi~, 
approprialod, Ihero are appropriated (0 Ihe S •• retary for tiscal yeArs 1999, 2000,l001 ulld 2002 
such sums at are nec.~saljl for grant£ under Ihi. paragraph. in s [otlll amount not [0 oxoeed 
S3.600,CJOO.OOO if more than len <lat .. hAv .. r.erTitied thAt th.~ will be unable to muet the 
rc~ui~cm.nl' of Section 407(a) ofTANf In the upcoming'"ycar without addltional·fJlnds. 

(ii) BUDGET SCORING.·· Ne>[withslAnding section 2S7(b)(2) oflhe 8313110 • .:1 Budgel Kill! 

Em.rgency Deficit Control Acl of 1985, the bo:lcline sholl ASSume that no gl'Dnl5hall be made 
under thi. paragraph sfter fiscal year 2002. 

(b) DlstrlbulloD of Fund» '6% of the tUnds would he dimihnterl tn .,""'. ha~t.d on Ihe 
prupurLiun ufindividuuls thallhe Slate must have in work aClivlties under the TANI' llarticil'atinn 
rBtcs and 24% w.:.uld ue di~Lril>\llcu tu ~LaL~S based on performance. The remaininll 20% would 
be a,·ailahl" for sranu to cities, ce>unties, COLWllwlitie. "uu WllIlJIUoiLy-bas.u organizations. 

(c) FundJ aVaiiahle nntirexpended. The lilnd. would be available until e)(pended. If states 
or communities do not draw dnwn t.he fnll Amount allocllted to them in any year, the funds would 
be carried over 10 the next year and redi~rrihut;,n "AS~lI on the 80120 '.l>lit. 

~ection 2. F:ligible stRtes 

(a) EliJ(ibl. stat ••• A slato may receive fum!' if; 

(1) The state hQS ecrLificd that it will not be able to Illeet the rcquireull,"L, ufS,,"Liun 407 
without additional funds 

i 
(2) It"has a stat. plan for welfare to work that meets requirement of Section 481, 

(3) TotD.1 stQle spending on work programs ill tile prior fi~"~1 ycu .",ceelled ~lUle spending on 
JOBS progro.ms in fiscol yoW" in fiscal year )996. 

(4) The statg has ntet progralll pctfonUlSll"e a:ulLI. in Ihe.prior year. or Is implementlnll 8 
corrective (letion plan unless the $Ute mel the dcfinitio,,<of a Il/:cu)' ~LblC fur ilL ICllSI three 
months in the pr.c~ding ye.... ' 

(5) Certification that welfare to work funcb will supplemelll, nUl5uppl1ll11. Stllte funds or 
funds from ether fcdcrl11 b'rants. 

(6) The: SlIltc 11<)$ pro,illc:u l1li eSLimaLe: elthe number ol'(lroje~led placernen15 of recipienl~ in 
private sec lor employment with lhe IIn,"L by ~!l.Le[lory 

, 
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(tI) Contento of .role plan. The Slate shall submillo l~ Sec.retary of HHS a plan which includes 
the follcl,dn,r 

(I) Identities a lead agency or public-privale partnership with an employment focus 10 

admini.ter wt:lfaretn wor~ !"r"erA", 

(2) Describe a.c:tivitics for placing welfare r.,ipienu intI) privAte 5"';lor employment 

(3) Provide Assurances thllt 011 rccipicn~ receiving llS.istance under the program have the 
option ofreceivi!,S Q job pIDCemenl ... oueh~r Ilhd will be infonncd Ilbout t!wir oplions for' 
using a job plac~m4nl voucher. 

(4) Describe how welfare to work funds will be coordinated With olher prognlllls 

(5) Identify popUlations to be served by the program 

(6) hlcntirv cummunili~s or regions within the state that will be served by the proif8l1l and 
provide 8:1.ur •. llCCS lh~llhc ~lale willlar~el hil;!h poverty areas . , 
(1) Ceniiication thAI the administerinll entity will comply With nOn· displo.cemeTJt rules 

(8) CCrlif~ lhllllh~'a<lnlinisiering agency will consult with local communilles, counties. JTPA 
Service Delivery A,.eas.lo~121 eml'l"yll'.IIl bgcndc., Cl~. in aUminislering lhE pro!(r8m. 

~'elf~ral role. The Sec;~tary shall review state plans to determine whether it complies with this 
~ectinn. All plans tMr.contain the intorlMtion required in subsection (a) shall be approved. 

Section 3 Payments to states 

(A) PiAeernenr gTAnu: 

Ol ~6% of the fu,nds would be allocated 10,states based nn the ~tate.< lIercenrae:e nt'the 
naliunal cascload of T ANf recipients cO\lered by war).; requirements. S!at~s thaI did not 
submit plilHlIlIICCliil1: the {c~uircmcnls ufScClion 2 woiiJd not be eligible for IUnds. with the 
fund • ..tlocatcd to these Slates redi~lribuleJ Iill1Ullkt the r~maining states. 

(2) Stales would receive S2000 for each projected !,Ia~m~nt 1111 In r.h. ~laTe alloc.ation. 

('IJ Stntl'.$ must me'et 20% match requirement for arana under this lubsecllon. State match 
would not be c,nunted tnwllr~ . rAN F mAint~n"nce of elton. 

(4) Stale,. <'Cluld recei~ up 10 30% ofth~ ctat. allocation for prosrams to-place.~cod .!amp 
recipien~~ sllhjecI tn "'nrk requirp.ments of Section 6(0) of tho Food Sta.II\p Act in private 
scaor employment' 
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(B) PerCorlllllnce gramla. 

(I) In addition to the grant. nnder ~lIn .• ~r.licm (e). the Secrewy shall provide eac:h stllte with 
an additional iranl from the remaining 30% h ... ed nn rIRcp-men! •. Tile bonus payments will 
'/lIy b~sed on thc unemployment rate in the area of the placement. the lel'gth ,,!fT.ime t.~e 
i.ndividual had ueell uu I1Ssisla!1ce. blllTiers to employment. and the earnings ofthc individual. 
Bonus paynlcn13 ..... ould be va.:ied '"" full"ws: 

(Al A basic $1000 bonus payment lor each placement and retenrion ofa long-term (lfH 
mouth) T ANF rc"ipicm fur llllcasl nine OUt of twelve months in unsubsidized employment 

(B) An additional $500 honll~ rRymen! tClr eacll plA~em.nl if the individual has one of a iiI!! 
of barriers to employment (lack of high ~ChMI P.t'hl~"linn. lad: "f b91ie ,kill,. mental illne •• , 
substance abUSe problems) 

ee) An additional li I non honll~ ~~ym"'nt ifthe individual is in an lllea with unemployment 
above 7%. 

(D) An additional ·$:itlll hnnus pAyment if the ~.amings oflile individual in th~ nin" months 
following placeme,nt exceed 110% nf th~ pClVe.rty level. 

(El An additional $1000 bonus for individuals 1J1~o,:~u iune .. businc~sc~ crollted in orcas of 
high unemplo)'lllcnt / high poverty by leveraging public lind "Ihal~ rnullCCcs 

(2) State£ are not r~quired to match bonus payments. Honus payments must bc used to help 
welwe recipient. obtain or retain employment. 

(3) If claims for performance. hnnll~f's e.xcf'.t'.ds the lotal amount of funu. availab!e for 
performancl: bonuses, lhe Sccr~tary ~hRII m~~e A pro rata reduction in the amOUnl of eaeh 
performance bonus, 

(0) Grant. 10 communities 

(I) In General . - The Secretary may make grant. in aC<'.nrtl.nce with this .cc.tion to 
~OJJlInunilie~ or community-based organiZlllions for Innovati\le programs tn mnve recipients of 
public assistance prugl1UU:I into private sector work· 

(2) Contonti of gpplicatlon. Applications for funds under this section shall contain the 
tallowing informlltion: , 

(I) lnfulTIlation on how the funds will be used to mnve welfare r~r.;rienrs in'" private $eetor 
empluymclll 
(2) Tlow the funds will uc u~cd lu leverage private fUnds' as well TIS state and local resources 
(3) For communities that hQYC received sralllS w .. ler lhi~ se~liun in previous years. 
information reg""din.g the success "fthe eommunil1 program ill Dloving ..... lfIllO: recipients 
into work 

May 30. 1997 (l :06pm) 3 
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(3) Awarding of Grant •. -

(I) In general . - The Secretary shall awilid grants based on the quality of applications, 
subject to parngraphs(2) and (3). 

(2) Preference in IIwarding grants . - Tn awarding granis under this section, the Seeretlll)' 
shall give preference to organizations which receive more than SO percent of their funding 
from State gov<:mmeilt, local government or private sources. 

(3) Limitation on size of grant . - The Secretary shall not award any grants under this section 
of more than $10,000,000. 

.' 

(4) Reservation offunds, 
(1) 25% of the funds would bc r.:served for grants to cities with popwations greater than 
1,000,000. 
(2) 25% of the funds ,!"ould be reserved fOT grams to cities with popUlations between 250,000 
and 1,000,000 
(3) 25% of the funds would be reserved for grants to cities with pOpul'lliom under 250,000 

Section 4 Use of funds 

(a) III general. The fun~ shall be used to assi~t long-term (18+ months) TANF recipients in 
obtaining and keeping private sector employmenl. 

(b) Job Pluement Vouchers 

(I) A"alh,bility All r~cipients would be eligible to receive ajob placement voucher that 
could be redeemed by.job placement agencies or employers who place the individual in 
privllte sector emploYfIlent. 

(2) A',reditatiop The administering entity would accredit placement age~ies and 
employers that were e~igible to redeem job placement youchers.· The entity would establish 
reasonable standards for accreditation, but could not establish standards that had the effect of 
limiting the choices a,;,ailable to recipients of job plal:cment vouchers. 

(3) Voucher rate!. State! would set their own voucher rates. !fthe state provides for 
placement through cOl)tracts or other means in addition to vouchers, the voucher ratcs mllst 
be comparable to the paym.::nu for placcm.::nts through these other activities. The state would 
set the terms for reden;Iption of vouchers, but no more than 25% of the voucher could be 
redeemed up front, an¢ no more than 75% of the voucher may be redeemed until the recipient 
hIlS been employed fo~ nine months. 

MIlY 3D, 1997 (l:06pm) 4 
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(e) Specific uses 

(1) Job placemenT vouchers given directly to recipients that could be redeemed by job 
placement companies'that successfully plact= Ihe: reciph:m in a private sector job that is held 
for at least nine months or by employers who employ the recipient for /It least nine months. 

(2) Contracts with placement compllllies or with public job placement programs (Le. 
Riverside). The contract must provide that the majority of funds would be paid after the 
individual had been piaced in unsubsidized privaTe seCTor employment for nine months. 

(3) Work supplementnlion in private sector-jobs, with the subsidy period limited to six 
months. 

(4) Activities dc:~igncd to creale privBle $ector jobs for long·tt=rrn welfare recipients in areas 
of high unemployment. 

, 

(5) GrantS to non-pront organizations for job creation p,Tograms in areas with poverty rates 
above 20% ' 

(6) Microemerprises,lIl1d Individual DevelopmellT Accouins 

(7) Supportive services (transportation, counseling, etc) during the first six months of 
employment for tormer TANF recipients who obtained private sector employment. 

(d) Admiailtration 

(I) Authorization of approprlatilln" Authorize such sums as may be necesSIU)' for grants to 
the administeril'lg agency in states for administrative costs. Each stille's share ofadrninistrative 
funds shall be based on the slate's shaze: of toTal mandatory funds paid under Section 483(a). 

(2) Use or adlDlni~trative fllnds. Admini~lrativ~ funds coidd be usl:Od 10 deveiop and implement 
a job placement voucher program, administer contracts with job placement companies and non­
pron t organiZ1itions. 

(e) Prohibited qSI:S. 

(I) Funds caul dn 't be used to satisfy matching requirements under other programs 

(2) Funds COUldn't be used to displace current workl:rs 

(3) Funds couldn't be ~ed to create public service jobs, except for Indian reservations or 
counties with unemployment c?;cceding 50% 

May 3D, 1997 (l :06pm) 5 
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Section S Performance goals 

The Secretozy sho.ll estClblish pcrfennWlee goals fer s!4t~$ rceei"ing a .. i.tance under this Part. 
The performance soals. chall include: 

(1) Goals rDr the pert~ntage of Individuals receiving assistance to be placed in privaTe ~ectnr 
elllpluYlIlelll. The Sccmury shall calculate the goal for each Slate after taking into account 
the wlemploYlllel1L .• ,uu poverlY raleS In the stale, the number of TANF recipientS in Ihe stall!: .. 
the work pal1icipalion nU, fur Lhe slate (un.r the pro r8UI reductiOb in the rales for .the stall!:) 
and the size of the T ANF SHllltl" I!I. Slale reMi vo Lu Ihe SLll\C' s ~aseload, 

(2) (inal~ lilr r .. 1 .. nlion r8te~ for individuals placed in privnte seclor ~mp'ol'ment. 

(3) Goals for eaming. efTANf. recipients placed in ~riyale sCIoOlllr employmenL 

Sectiun 6 Job Placement counted toward TANF participation rates 

(8) Individuals who are re,eiving assistM~e under this section who last eligibility For TANF 
hecAII~ nf earnings trom ~mployment sh~1I be.coWlled in T ANF participation rSlos. 

(b) Assi'tanco 'lnder th" scction shall not eoun! te""ard TAN'!' time limit 

Section 7 bsuance'ofRegulatlons 

NOllc~~ ll1un 6 months .Bfter the dale ofthe en8l:tmenl of this ~ctinn. the Secretary ~hall 
plc.~rib" ~u~h regulations as may bo necessary to implement this seetinn. 

M~y 30, 1997 (1 ;OGplll) 6 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 29,1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: Elena Kagan ~ 

SUBJECT: Welfare to Work Proposal 

Attached is the one-pager we sent to the Hill late last week outlining the Administration's 
position on the design of the $3 billion welfare-to-work fund. Also attached are one-pagers we 
received this afternoon on the House Republican and Democratic proposals. The legislative 
process is moving quickly, with House Ways and Means Republicans planning to draft 
legislation this weekend, hold a subcommittee markup on Friday June 6, and hold a full 
committee markup early the next week. 

We had a productive meeting this afternoon with the Departments of Labor, HHS, HUD, 
and Treasury. We agreed that we should emphasize the following list of priorities to House 
Ways and Means staff at our meeting tomorrow morning: 

• Half of all welfare~to-work funds should go to directly to cities, with cities and states 
subject to identical rules and program requirements. (The House Republican proposal 
would give all the money to states for distribution.) 

• All funds should be awarded competitively, to promising welfare-to-work projects -- not 
distributed based on a formula. Under this enterprise zone model, the grants would be 
awarded by the Department of Labor in consultation with HHS and HUD. (The House 
Republicans would distribute at least 80% of the funds on a formula basis.) 

• . A portion of the funds -- 20% in our proposal -- should be distributed as performance-
based bonuses, to encourage the job placement and retention of long-term welfare 
recipients living in especially high povertylhigh unemployment areas. (The House 
Republicans have no such provision.) 

• States and cities should be permitted to use the funds to create public sector jobs in areas 
of high unemployment. (The House Republicans would not permit this use.) 

• Strong language prohibiting worker displacement should be included. (The House 
Republican draft does not include such language.) 

The House Democratic alternative is somewhat vague, but it basically comports with our views 
on all of these issues. 
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You should know how the exact language of the budget agreement reads on these issues. 
It states that the funds shall be "allocated to States through a formula and targeted within a State 
to areas" with high poverty and unemployment. It then states that "a share of the funds would go 
to cities/counties with large poverty populations commensurate with the share oflong-term 
welfare recipients in those jurisdictions." 

We still have a number of technical issues where we must clarify the Administration's 
position. In particular, we have not reached closure on (1) the precise manner in which the 
performance bonus would work, (2) whether job training is an allowable use of the funds, and (3) 
whether economic development projects that would employ welfare recipients would qualify for 
funding. Secretary Rubin may raise the first two issues tomorrow; Secretary Cuomo will raise 
the third. 

The most important unresolved issue is one that Secretary Shalala will raise with you 
tomorrow. Now that we have clarified our position that the Department of Labor should 
administer this program, she does not believe that it should be part of the T ANF welfare block 
grant. HHS staff have told us that Hill staff are willing to discuss this issue, even though the 
budget agreement specifically refers to these funds as part ofTANF. 

All participants in today's meeting (including Barry White from OMB) agreed that we 
should not try to produce additional paper (either a fuller summary, specs, or legislation) prior to 
the Ways and Means markup. Time is extremely short, and we have always found it exceedingly 
difficult to reduce a welfare-to-work plan to writing. The Treasury Department suggested 
revisiting the issue of sending up legislation after the Ways and Means markup. 
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Administration's Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge Proposal 

Consistent with the budget agreement, this proposal would add $3.0 billion in capped 
mandatory spending to TANF for welfare-to-work in areas with high poverty and 
unemployment to help long-term recipients get and keep jobs. 

funding: 

• Challenge grants would be awarded on a competitive basis to States, cities, and 
counties who have submitted applications for welfare to work programs for long 
term welfare recipients. Preference will be given to programs operating in areas 
with high poverty and unemployment rates. 

• 50% of funds would be earmarked for States, and 50% for cities and counties. At 
least 20 percent of the total would be provided as performance-based bonus grants 
to reward success in placing and retaining long-term recipients injobs. To apply, 
states must meet an 80 percent TANF maintenance of effort. 

• Grants would be awarded by the Department of Labor in consultation with the 
Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. 

Allowable uses: 

• Private sector wage subsidies; 

• Contracts with job placement companies or public job placement programs; 

• Job vouchers; 

• Job retention services; 

• Job creation in high unemployment areas and on Indian reservations. 

The program shall include strong assurances of nondisplacement and nondiscrimination. 

5/23/97 
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OverviellJ nf I'ossiule 
$3 Billion Welfare· In-Work FundJng 

MAY 27. 1997 

12:20 No.OOS P.Ol 

1. H2l!t,djyjdcd amone "!arcs. In pn1portion to poverty, unemlJ!oymcnt. number OIl I V -A. Sta!e~ 

would have up !O 3 years 10 spend ea.ch year's all0C4lion. 

2. !low disbu!);ed within slales. Governors must dl81rlbulc at leaSI 80 perce11l of Iheir funds l{I 
political subdivj~ions within their stale basod on a formula developed in collaboration with SUItt: 
Human Resource InvestmcllI Councils. Poverty levels must be tIw most impoIfall1 fl!Ctor ill the 
formuls of every Slate; ar Wast balf the weight of the formula must Ilc pOVerty. Other factors thaI 
govem(lnl anay Lake into acccunt include, bUI are Mr limited 10, welfare use, long-teno welfare 
dependency, und unemployment. At their option, governors may distribute up Lo ZO pcrccnlllf the 
~ta~ allotment to projects, such lIS sanlra!i(m grllnts for depressed arca.~. Ihat have nationwide or 
stalCwide .ignificanc<l. 

3. Slale administering ugmlCY. Punds muse be administered through the Slate TANF agency but 
must he di.uibuted to and spending approved by dlC Private Imlu~try Council. (and succeSliOr 
organlz8Iion.~) at the local level. 

4. What slale OIU'\ dp to Qualify: 
--MO% MOE 
--I far 2 Atate/fe.:lcral match (cannot he used for any oth~r federal match) 
-·submit plan a~ IIIl amendment to their section 40'..1 Slale pilin 
-·&gree to evaluation 
-.15 % administt3ti~e cap 

8. Eligjbh: jmljyjduals. At least 80 percent of a slate's funds mu~t be spell! on long-term recipients 
(18momhs or Dl(lre) and those with multiple harriers. 

9. Eyaluation set a:;idl;. The Secretary of n lIS will receive funds equal to .5 percent of tlte annual 
amount and develop her OWIl evaluation plan. The evaluation plan IOU81 h~ oevcloped in 
con.ullati(ln with Ihe Secn'tal')' of Lahor. 

10. Aliowable activilies: 
--Privata sector wage &ubsldies; 
--On·th-job training; 
-CoJUract~ witbjob plat:eIllCIll ;:ompanies or public job placemeJU programs; 
-·Job vouchers; 
--Job retention services. 

I I. Set-a&ide for Indians. 1% 

12. Pen,lJy. Slak:s that fail to meet the tenns of their 5t.11e plan will be required m return all 
misspent funds. 

rl3lJilliotl 
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Democratic Principles for a Welfare-to-Work Initiative 
May 28,1997 

- ',-

Purposc.- The budget agreement provides a total 0£$3 hillion in capped maLnoalOlXIUIlOS 
welfare-tn-work initiative. These funds should be used only to expand 
low-skilled workers at high risk of reaching welfare time limits. 

Eligible participants.·· For this grant program, eligible 
TANF recipients who have had no significant" work 
received cash assistance for more than 36 months, and 
search program under TANF without securing emplo:yr 

Distribution of funds.- Grants should be awarded by 
. with the Departments ofHHS and HUD, to both St.ll" ... on the basis of merit to 

those proposing the most innovative and promising a~froac11es opportunities for 
awarded to those 

job shortage, 
jlitLOity grants. One percent 
funds should be awarded on 

work requirements, with 

hard to employ welfare recipients. A sullsuLOti.3 
areas of a State with tht) hight)~l cornbi:nat.i0Il 
without unnecessary duplication of effort 
of available funds should be reserved 
merit to the entity in the Stnte res;por 
authority for that agency to co"tr;.c 

reallocated to qualified aPJ)lican~ 
. Any unused funds should be 

communities should be permitted to offer 
subsidies to expand the supply of private 

nnrlrolrll or public agencies designed to address pressing 
iJac;ernlent companies or public job placement 
~"'I.lII~'" or support services for employment purposes. 

uraLOCC:S of nondisplacement and nondiscrimination. 

ofthe funds should be set aside in later years tor 
to reward placement and retention of long-term T ANFI AFDC 

.;lI"UUIUbc awarded to a State only if the Depamnenl or HealLh and Human 
that (I) the State eBJUlot meet its T ANF work requirements without 

(2) total State spending on T ANF work activities in the prior fiscal ycar 
exceedcd Slate spending on JOBS programs in fiscal year 1996; (3) the State has met 100 percent 
of its maintcnanee-of-effort requirements under TANF; and (4) the State has the ability arid 
resources to earry out the proposed project. 

J:\OC()I,TON\Wf'\\lr'dran- 97\Work principles.wpd 
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Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP, cynthia rice @ thinline.com @ inet 
Subject: Meeting with Haskins and groups on $3 billion 

Here are a few tidbits from Haskins' meeting with all kinds of groups and us on his proposal on the 
$3billion welfare to work proposal. He did a side-by-side that I will circulate around. 

Formula vs. competitive -- sounds like Haskins may do a split. Several parties favored a blend: 
Blue Dogs, Daschle, Center on Budget. 

Job creation -- Haskins said he was open to this, but said he needed a definition. Labor said it 
should have a transition to unsubsidized jobs. 

Worker displacement -- Haskins says Shaw won't allow anything stronger than current TANF 
displacement language; he said those who want more will have to seek an amendment. 

Training -- Geri Palast said that we would favor training "directly related to employment" counting 
as an allowable activity. When I asked her why she said this immediately afterward, she asserted 
that this was agreed upon in the meeting this morning with Cabinet secretaries. But I am not so 
sure that is right; so we have to clarify. 

Economic development -- People raised the HUD issue by asking whether a city could build a 
casino. People didn't seem to like the idea, but weren't sure what to do. 

Who's eligible -- A lot of discussion on how to best target this, with everyone appearing to agree 
on the goal. People threw out those on benefits for 18 months or more plus multiple barriers and 
what those should be. A woman named Roxie from DOL criticized with the Ways and Means 
minority proposal that it be those on welfare over 36 months. Wendell suggested 30 months, but 
APWA pointed out that some states have time limits shorter than that. So eo Ie thought if you 
did 30 mont s, you could add in those who are within 6 months of a time limit. People also 
deGated whether food stamp 18-50 people should be eligible. 

Cities -- no one but us spoke out in favor of this. Haskins said this contradicted our desire that the 
money should be competitive, but I said you could have 2 competitive pots. He asked why PICs 
weren't good enough for cities. 

Message Sent To: 

Janet Murguia/WHO/EOP 
Emily Bromberg/WHO/EOP 
Kenneth S. Apfel/OMS/EOP 
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DETERMINED TO BE AN 
ADMINISTRATIVE MARKING 
INITIALS:~ DATE: 3/31>Jto CONFIDENTI,A,..h DRAFT 

December 10, 1996 

WELFARE-TO·WORK JOBS PROGRAM DESIGN , 
The Welfare·to-Work Jobs Challenge Fund C'NTW) is intended to provide incentives to 

States. and cities to place long-term welfare recipients in jobs that lead toward self-sufficiency and 
reduce welfare .dependency. It maximizes the flexibility and innovation of States and cities 
working in close cooperation with the private sector and the community by specitying measures of 
success and rewarding achievement, and giving States/cities complete freedom to design the 
services. The evidence of the ability of past Federally-designed job training and placement 
programs to achieve significant levels of success with this population is decidedly mixed, whether 
under JTPA, Welfare-JODS, Food Stamps Employment and Training. or myriad other designs. 
WTW would be accompanied by a substantially enriched tax credit to employers who hire the 
target group. Although this proposed credit is much richer than the current credit, based on 
previous tax credit take up rates, the credit alone will not be sufficient to change the hiring 
practices of employers, or the employment prospects of long-term welfare recipients. However, 
the performance-based incentives ofWTW coupled with the credit and with TANF's work focus 
and new child care funds, should, when combined into State and local strategies that integrate 
other resources, catalyze substantial new job creation to make lasting improvements in the lives of 
long-term welfare recipients. 

Presented below is a working outline of how the Welfa,l-e-to-Wol'k (WTW) Jobs $3 billion 
spending program could be designed. It is based on the parameters set in the August 
announcement of the initiative. While any aspect of the design can raise issues, the outline 
highlights eight major issues the WTW workgroup identified (a ninth, worker displacement, is 
presumed solved by DOL's proposed language, as indicated below): ... <. 

1. City eligibility for direct grants 
2. Definition of eligible individuals 
3. Definition of earnings success for perfonnance payments. 
4. Performance payments for public sector jobs 
5. Mayoral control 
6. Federal role in plan approval 
7. Use ofWTW funds for workfare and subsidized public sector jobs 
8. Federal administration 

One new element has been added to the August design for the content requirements of the 
state/city plan: A requirement that the applicant indicate how it would 'use voucher strategies to 
permit some or all of the target population to participate in selection of service options and 
providers. See Section K, "Usc of funds". 

I 
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The discussion of the WTW design is preceded by a discussion of an alternative model to 

the August parameters which has been suggested by CEA. 

Alternative Design: Should all, or a Significant portion, of the WTW $3 billion, or au 
additional- amount, be made available to test aud evaluate a variety of very intensive 
work-based welfare strategies in a small number of places'! 

An alternative approach would award on a competitive brsis to perhaps 10 cities a 
sizeable amount of money ($1-$3 billion) for large-scale, rigoTously-evaluated tests of different 
approaches to work-based systems. This will allow cities to experiment with more expensive, -
intensive programs that will be required to move hard-to-place welfare recipients move jobs. 

TANF gives States roughly $1 billion more each year fOT at least the next four years 
for jobs programs, benefits, and increased child care than would have been available under the 
prior AFDC, JOBS, and child care structure. Most Slales are likely to use this additional 
money to introduce innovative programs that will assist welfare-recipients prepare for, and 
obtain, employment; those that are sllccessful may be promoted elsewhere. 

Yet, additional expenditures may he necessary to assist those who have seri.ous 
difficulty in getting a job. If WTW money is distributed to all states and to many cities, the 
additional amount per entity to spend on hard-to-place welfare recipients will be modest. Such 
an approach may enhance the likelihood of reaching an announced goal of 1 million successful­
job placements. It will not, however, demonstrate on a large scale the efficacy of specific, 
intensive strategies that may be necessary to help the hard-to-place find jobs. 

The problem- is that we have limited experience implementing such strategies and the 
available evidence suggests it will be difficult and costly. One state, Wisconsin, has designed 
a radical, new substitute for welfare, called Wisconsin Works, that involves one vision of a 
work-based support program. Other states are not moving in that direction,however, in part 
because of insufficient funding. There is an urgent need to lest and learn about different work­
based strategies: What do they cost? Can they be operated on a large scale? Can they be 
structured as routes to un subsidized work? If additional resourCes are to be spent on welfare 

- , 
reform, it would be important to seize the opportunity and support innovative cities (possibly 
paired with States) that want to develop different visions of work-based ststems. 

Each area would apply competitively to use these funds in concert with its TANF 
funds. Models could include: reliance on private, non-profit, or public sector job creation, 
work-for-benefits, or pay-for-performance. Sites would be selected to represent a range of 
local economies, but at least half would be in areas with above average unemployment. Part 
of the funding would be set aside for a formal evaluation of the program's success. 

~ 
This alternative responds to concerns that TANF alone, or with WTW, will not 

advance our knowledge of how to implement work-based welfare successfully. Moving the 
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hard-to-place into jobs will be a tough challenge and money needs to be spent on advancing 
this knowledge base. 

THE AUGUST DESIGN, ISSUES, AND OPTIONS l 

A) Budget structure 

• Budget structure. WTW will be a capped mandatory spending program. 

• Fund ayajlabj!jty. Funds will be available in the followin~ amounts: FY 1998, $750 
million; FY 1999, $1 billion; and FY 2000, $ q5 billion. 

For the purposes of making performance payments during FY 1998, the Secretary may 
draw funds from the amount for FY 1999. For the purpose of making performance 
payments during FY 1999, the Secretary may draw funds from the amount for FY 2000. 

• AVailabilily for obligatjon. Funds would be available for obligation in the year in which 
they are first available, and for two additional fiscal years. Funds would be available on a 
fiscal year basis, as in T ANF (vs., for example, on a July-June program year basis as in 
JTPA), given the necessity for joint programming with TANF funds. 

• Federal administration funds. Funds for Federal administration and for evaluation would 
be appropriated annually in the discretionary budget. The agencies suggest about $5 
tnillion per year to support 50 FTE, plus evaluation costs. 

(B) Flow offunds; performance grants 

• Total formula !lronts. In general, each eligible applicant (see below) with an approved plan 
would be eligible to receive amount equal to its percentage share of the eligible 

, population, applied to the $3 billion, or $1 billion annually for three years. 

• Annual formula grants. In general, for each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2000, each 
eligible app!jcant with an approved plan would receive an amount equal to its percentage 
share of the eligible population, applied to $750 tniIlion. After the FY 1998 grant, 
subsequent grants would be conditioned upon demonsttation of satisfactory progress 
toward meeting the goals of the approved plan. 

• Performance grants. The remaining funds ($250 million in 1998 and $500 million in each 
of fiscal years 1999 and 2000) would be distributed to ea'ch grantee based on its actual 
number of successful placements/retentions, up to the maXimum for which it planned., 

I 

• Performance PAyments. The total Federal payment per placement -- regardless of the 
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actual cost of placement -- is calculated to be $3,000, The formula grnnt provides three­
fourths of the Federal share of each expected placement, or $2,250, up front, in order to 
support WTW's share of the grantee's approved plan, 

For each successful placement, the grantee then earns an additional $750 perfollDance 
gmnt. Failure to place as many individuals as its approved plan caUs for does not result in 
State or city repayment of the grantee's foanula ~ant, but it would trigger the necessity 
for corrective actions prior to receiving subsequent years' fOllDula grant, and, in extreme 
cases, reaUocation of funds to other areas. 

• The actual cost per placement will be whatever the grantee chooses, and is 
financed by a combination ofWTW funds, State TANF block grant funds, State 
job training funds, the private sector, and other funds in the plan. While WTW 
funds need not be spent in any specific amount or proportion on anyone 
individual, the funds must be spent on activities intended to benefit the eligible 
population (vs., for example, the welfare population generaUy, or those with 
shorter durations on welfare). 

• Timing of payment of perfollDance grants. Beginning on October I, 1998, perfollDance 
grants will be awarded quarterly, based on grantee certification of successful placements 
to the Secretary. Certifications will be subject to audit and grantees liable for recovery of 
funds for improper certifications. 

© Eligible applicants and share of fuuds 

• ~. Each State, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and 
the Territories is eligible for a WTW grant. Grant funds within these entities would 
. automatically pass through, by fOllDula, to cities which are eligible applicants. The State 
administers the funds for parts of the State without cities that are eligible applicants. 

• ~. Cities with the highest number of individuals in poverty also receive and administer 
WTW grants. A city may, in its sale discretion, arrange for the State to administer funds 
the city would otherwise receive. 

• Counties. [NOTE: tlus is the response to the August statembnt that "counties, as 
appropriate" could be grantees. The term "appropriate" is defined locally] The State may 
delegate administration of funds in areas for which a cit is not otherwise an eli' e 
app Icant, to a county (01' a city) of its choosing. Tn States where counties will be 

) 

responsible for T ANF administration, a State may find it appropriate to delegate its non-
city WTW funds and responsibilities to the counties. Cities within or abutting a county 
with the necessary capability could arrange to have the county administer its WTW funds. 

• Service Deljye'Y Areas (SDAs) 8S eligible applicants. The Labor Department is exploring 
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an option in which the 630 JTP A SDAs, comprised of cities, counties, and other units of 
local government, would constitute the eligible grantees. In this option, there would be no 
State grantees. 

DESIGN ISSUE #1; 100 or 150 citics 

Ideally, WTW would distribute funds on the basis of the relative numbers of long-term 
welfare recipients. There is no data base that does this, so the workgroup assumes WTW will use 
the distribution of people in poverty. The attached tables (Ta~ J\) use 1990 Census data, but 
would need to be updated. They show the percentage and anlou\tt offunds which cities and 
States-less-cities ("Balance of States") would receive under the annual $750 million grant, and 
from the total $3 billion. 

NOTE; The illustrative tables are from a data base that only has cities of J 00,000 
population or more. Thus it excludes cities with smaller total papulation that may have 
more poor people than cities that now show as being within either the 100 or the 150 list. 
East St. Louis, for example is not on the list, but may qualifY when there is a list of cities 
by number of people in poverty without regard to total city population. Also, Puerto Rico 
and the territories are not shown and would change thc numbers. 

Each table sct shows the cities in descending order of numbers in poverty, followed by the 
Balance of State amounts. The first set of tables is based on 150 cities qualifYing; the second on 
) 00 cities qualifYing. Items for consideration: , 

• 
f I 

Where are the poor? Whether at the )00 or the 1.50 city level, rougbly one-third of the 
poor are in the cities, two-thirds in the Balance of States (this would shift somewhat on 
the data base that ranks cities without regard to popUlation size.) The task of moving 
welfare recipients into jobs is preponderantly a State task. 

• Basis for deciding whicb cities should be eligible. There is no panicular objective standard 
that leaps out for where to draw the line on the table. On an annual basis, only 22 cities 
would have to plan for more than 1,000 job placements per year. Only 46 cities would 
need to plan for more than 2,000 jobs over the three year period. 

• There are J J States wjth no cities that qualifY. It is not uncommon in Federal programs to.' .' 
recognize this situation by qualifYing "the largest city in a state with no otherwise eligible 
city." 

The decision on how many cities to make eligible is a pure policy call. Given the 
preponderance of the poor in small cities, suburbs and rural areas, whether there are 100 or 150 
or some other number of cities will not materially influence the overall success ofWTW; State 
behavior will be the greatest determinant. 
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(D) WTW eligible individuals 
','I 

The August outline names "long-term welfare r~ipicnts" who have been on the rolls for 
"at least" 18 months. The caseload of adults receiving welfare for I 8+ months numbers about 2.2 
million annually. Because ofnonnal churning of the welfare population, about half of these 
individuals probably would get jobs without special State efforts. With only the 18+ months 
factor, WTW is susceptible to charges of creaming and having no net impact. In addition, as the 
tables indicate, the number of jobs a city or State needs to find to qualify for the full performancc 
payment is not large. The combination of avoiding creaming and spending the $3 billion for 
people in the most need suggests the necessity for an additional individual targeting factor. 

DESIGN ISSUE #2: Definition of eligible individuals 

The workgroup identified two approaches to ensuring that the individuals for whom 
WTW makes performance payments are those more likely to need the extra effort that wrw 
implies, one based on the Federal government specifying an additional criterion beyond duration 
on welfare; the other requiring an additional criterion, but permitting each grantee to select the 
factor from a statutory list, or based on its own justification. 

Optjpn A' SpecifY jn law an additipnal factpr such 8S' 

(1) 18+ months on welfare and lacking a high schooliodiploma/GED; about 900,000 
eligibles; 
(2) 18+ months on welfare and lacking basic skills -- about 900,000 eligibles. 
(3) 18+ months on welfare and lacking high school ll!!.ll basic skills -- about 600,000. 
(4) 18+ months on welfare and living In high poverty arens - about 950,000 in areas of 

20% poverty or greater; about 665,000 in 30% or greater poverty areas. 
,CS) 18+ months on welfare and victim of domestic abuse, or other factor from a 
Federal list. 
(6) 18+ an additional 6 months on welfare; about 1.9 million eligibles. 

Opt jon B: Let States and cities choose the ~dditiQnal factpr 
. : 
I . 

Formula grants could only be used for, and payments from the 25% withheld funds could 
be awarded only for, individuals the State or city document are long-term recipients and 
from one of the groups above (including any other factor the State or city proposes and 
justifies in its plan). 

I 

Option A more closely resembles the current JTI' A structure (although ITP A does include 
in its targeting menu a "local choice" option); cities and States are familiar with this approach. 
Option B is more consistent with the overall State flexibility principle ofWTW and puts the onus 
of selecting the targeting factor more on the State or city, where it belongs. 
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(E) Hours worked/earnings standard for the performance pnyment 

The August outline defined the condition for a performance payment for an eligible 
individual to be placement in ajob that lasted for at least 1,000 hours during nine months. At the 
time, this definition was simply an intuitive judgement that it was long .enough to demonstrate the 
dcsired focus on job retention and still seem achievable. 

The workgroup questioned whether this goal was sufficiently ambitious: 1,000 hours at 
the minimum wage would qualify, but is not much of an achievement. Earnings for 1,000 hours at 
next year's minimum wage ($5. 15/hour) would be $5,150, or $10,712 for a full year's work 
(2,080 hours). The poverty level for the typical welfare family of three is $12,980 now and will 
be higher in FY 1998, when WTW begins. This population is believed to churn in and out of 
minimum wage jobs, though it is noted that there is no systematic information available at HHS 
on the wage experiences of the target population. . 

Thus, if a WTW "success" is ajob at minimum wage, tht' typical welfare family's full-time 
earnings would be about 17% below poveJ1y. This level would e a significant improvement in 
earnings for many on welfare, but it should be achievable with relatively limited effort, such as 
might be available under TANF without WTW. . 

On the other hand, it is important not to have a measure of success so difficult to achieve 
as to doom WTW's likelihood of success. The JTPA National Study found that even though 
JTPA boosted welfare recipients' earnings by as much as 50 pertent above control group member 
earnings, the program did not reduce welfare and food stamp dependency among treatment group· 
members .. The Study found that AFDC participants' average post-program IS-month earnings 
were about $5,200; average hours worked over that 18-month period -- a period double the 
August outline's 9-month standard for WTW -- were 1,072. 

Notwithstanding the evidence that this is a hard group to place in better paying jobs, it is 
also important to keep in mind that T ANF permits each State to exempt from time limits 20% of 
its welfare popUlation, which should mean that the vely hardest to employ IikC\y will not be in the 
wrw popUlation. Finally, as the illustrative tables at Tab A show, at least for the. cities, the 
actual number of individuals that need to be placed to generate a performance grant in WTW is 
fairly modest, again suggesting that a more ambitious success measure is feasible. 

The workgroup also determined that there is no administrative record series that tracks 
post-program hours worked. To do so would require a costly fo\1ow-up reponing system for 
each grantee. Quarterly Unemployment Insurance (UI) wage record data is available in each 
State and offers an objective way to document the earnings of individuals for whom performance 
payments are claimed. Therefore, an earnings standard -- rather than an hours worked standard -­
would be adopted for wrw. 

DESIGN ISSUE #3; Definition of earnings success for performance payments. 
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The work group suggests a policy goal that can be jlrgued as "economic self-sufficiency" 
for long-term welfare recipients. It is exploring approaches linked rhetorically to the President's 
1993 EITe and minimum wage goals. 

In 1993, the President's Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and minimum wage policy 
goal was for levels that, when combined with Food Stamps, provided income sufficient for a 
female-headed family of three (the typical long-term welfare family) to escape poverty. At the 
1996 poverty threshold for a family of three of$12,980, the "Minimum Wage + EITe + Food 
Stamps> Poverty" standard requires only 30 hours of work' per week, or about 1,500 hours 
annually, for actual earnings of$7,725. 

WTW could define its "self-sufficiency" earnings goal as --

• Option A' Waies + EITe > Poverty, excluding Food Stamp benefits from the calculation 
because they are anot.her form of dependency. This would require annual earnings of 
about $10,300, or $5. J 5 per hour (the J 998 mirumum wage) for a 2,000 hour job. Or, 

• Opt jon B' Wal:es + EITe > 130% Poverty TIIis option uses the standard that takes a 
family above the qualifying level for free lunch, or 130% of poverty. This formulation 
would require annual earnings of about $14,600, or $7.30 per hour for a 2,000 hour job. 

Analysis is needed to determine whether Option B places the success goal so far out of 
reach as to be unrealistic, even in light of the 20% exemption and the modest job targets 
generated by the funding structure. Some effon in this direction, however, is desirable to justify 
the spending program and demonstrate that it is achieving something n'ot otherwise likely to 
occur. 

(F) Jobs for which WTW performance payments can be made 

The workgroup generally aJ,'feed that WTW performan~e payments should be made only 
for jobs that are unsubsidized (except by WOre) and that result in the requisite earnings level. 
(See also the discussion below on Use of Funds for consideration of whether WTW funds should 
support workfare or other forms of job subsidy, without regard to the basis on which performance 
payments are made.) 

It should be noted that some Admirustration rhetoric since. August could lead some to 
believe that WTW performance payments are for subsidizing private sector jobs. While WTW 
funds may certainly be used for this purpose (e.g., in the America Works approach), to make the 
performance payment for time spent in such jobs would be premature: there would be no basis for 
determining if the individual had really achieved a degree of independence and earnings. 
Permitting WTW performance payments for jobs for which employers are claiming wore should 
be the maximum degree of subsidization allowed. 

g 
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Some in the workgroup and elsewhere have argued that especially in areas oflocal 
recession, WTW should make performance payments for subsidized jobs. Given how few jobs arc 
needed to satisfy WTW requirements (see Tables at Tab A), this do~s not seem necessary. T ANF 
and other funds can and will support workfare and subsidized jobs in any case. WTW 
peiformsnce payments should focus on an individual achieving employment status outside the 
welfare system. ( 

The work group was, however, sharply divided over the question of paying perfomlance 
grants for unsubsidized jobs in the public sector. The August design stressed private sector jobs 
but did not explicitly address whether performance payments could be made for regular, 
unsubsidized jobs in Federal, State, or local government. As the attached table (Tab B) notes, 
public jobs make up 15 to 25 percent of the job opportunities in most local labor markets, more in 
a few places. On the other hand, public agencies are not eligible for the WOTC and most 
employment growth is occurring in the private, not the public seclor. so it is likely that most 
WTW job placements will be in the private sector. Paying offfor public jobs could also raise the 
specter of the much-maligned CET A public service employment program. 

DESIGN ISSUE #4: Performance payments [or public jobs 

The choices range from no public jobs, through a cap on public jobs, to (otalloc31 
discretion. 

• Option A- No payments for public jobs. A complete bar on performance payments for 
such jobs. This may present difficulties in areas of high public employment. 

• OptiOJl D· Cap 011 payments for public jobs. This could be an arbitrary cap, such as 10%, 
or a limitation based on the presence of public jobs in the local labo~ market: if the local 

. labor market has IS% of its total employment in the public sector, only 15% of the jobs 
qualifYing for performance payments could be in the public sector. 

• Option C· No limit on payments for pyblic jobs. Complete State and city discretion . 

• 
It is difficult to craft a credible argument that jobs in the public sector are somehow not 

real or appropriate jobs for long-term welfare recipients. Allowing public job placements to count 
does not necessarily weaken the private sector emphasis· of the program, or somehow make it like 
CETA, though tlus criticism will be made. The issue of whether WTW is more like CETA with 
all is perceived faults, is more likely to arise with the usc ofWTW funds, as discussed below, not 
the basis upon which performance payments are made. If there has to be some limitation, doing it 
with reference to the share of public jobs in the area is defensible. 

(G) Application process 
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Process. St.ates and eligible cities submit. a plan at the s:.me time to the Secretary, at a 
lime and in the manner designated by the Secretary, for their share of the formula grant 
funds. Initial applications would be for the.full program period (3 years of arulUal formula 
grants, plus the additional time needed to meet the job retention goal) with annual 
reporting, updat.es, and plan amendments. Plans would bC\modified by grantees as 
necessary, in accord with procedures the Secretary determlllcs. ' 

Satjsfactory progress. Grantees will be required to show satisfactory progress toward 
their jobs goal in order to receive secolld- and third-year fommla grants. Failure to show 
such progress will result in required plan modification and, at the discretion of the 
Secretary, could lead to a reallocation offunds to other gTli~itees with a greater likelihood 
of success. 

Public comment. Applications must be made available for public conUTIent prior to 
admission to the' Secretary. The final submission will indicate what public comments were 
received, and how they Bre reflected in the plan. " 

(H) Plan content 

• Ljukar,:es and leyera"in" of resources. How the resources from State T ANF, Child Care 
and Development Block Grant, ITPA, Work Opportunities Tax Credit (WOTe) and other 
sources will be used to help achieve the jobs goal. 

• Stakeholder panicjpation, How the T ANF administeling entity, the private sector, 
community-based organizations, labor representatives, EZIEC plans, CDFI grantees, 

, ITP A service delivery areas, educational institutions, the Employment Service, and other 
job training and placement entities and economic development activities have been brought 
together to plan the WTW activities, and how their partieipati.qn will help achieve the jobs 
goal through use of their financial or in-kind resources, hiring ~mmitments, or in other 
ways. 

• Labor protections. How the job placements generated by WTW funds will be covered by 
the Fair Labor Standards Act and other labor protection laws, and will satisfY the 
nondisplacement, nondiscrimination, and wages and working conditions provisions of 
sections 142 through 144, and 167(a)(I) and (2) of the Job Training Partnership Act, as 
amended, and the additional labor protections included in the Administration's Work and 
Responsibility Act (see language at Tab C). 

Labor Department policy officials believe the language meets organized labor concerns. 

• Organized labor would welcome a requirement that would extend the labor 
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protections described above to any programs (especially T ANF) that grantees use 
in conjunction with WTW Jobs funds. However, such an e>."tension could have the 
unintended effects of discouraging the merging ofWTW and T ANF funds and 
creating separate tracking of funds to avoid the additional labor protections. 

• Job placements. The number of project cd job placements consistent with the share of 
funds, and how these placements will occur in jobs that can be expected to continue after 
the retention period has expired. 

(I) The relationship of the city to the State 

Mayors of the largest cities will receive WTW Jobs funds directly and "control" their 
expenditure. At the same time, WTW funds must, to have a chance of being effective, be 
deployed locally in a manner that is fully consistent with State T ANF and child care plans and 
spending. Under T ANF, it is the State which is responsible for the welfare popUlation, although 
States may devolve significant control to lower lavals of goverrunent -- mainly counties. It is 
therefore not possible to giva mayors totally independent control over WTW and still hope to 
have a successful.program. 

DESIGN ISSUE #5: 'Mayoral control 

To balance mayoral control with necessary State coordination, the workgroup considered 
three options for local plan approval and funding arrangements. . 

Option A' Consultation. Mayors must consult on their plans with Governors, but are not 
required to incorporate or report to the Secretary any comments received, or to secure 

. Governor approval. This model assures the Governor the opportunity for input, but the 
degree to which his input is accepted is solely at the discretion of the mayor. 

• Option B' loint responsibility. Mayors must work with Governors to gain their approval 
prior to plan submission to the Secretary. Cities that could not secure Governor approval 
of their plans would be ineligible for WTW Funds. Their formula allotment would be 
reallocated among other eligibl.e applicants in the State, including the Governor. This 
model maximizes the likelihood of close coordination between T ANF and WTW, but at 
the expense of mayoral independence. 

• Optioll C: ReQyired mayor/goyernor interaction. A step-by-step process: (I) Mayors 
would develop their plans with Governors in whatever manner the two players work out. 
(2) The mayor's plan would, "to the greatest extent feasible," reflect Governor views in 
the plan. (3) If mayors cannot reach initial agreement with the Governor, they would be 
required to attach the Governor's comments to the application to the Secretary and to 
explain the areas of disagreement to the Secretary. (4) The Secretary could return the 
plan to the mayor to ask for additional explanation. (5) The Secretary could suggest 
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alternatives to the mayor and the Governor, to help 9btain a I'\lutually satisfactory plan. 
(6) In t.he end, the mayor's preferences control. This model ~aximizes the 0pp011unity for 
the mayor and Governor to work out their differences, but re'tains ultimate mayoral 
control. 

The workgroup believes the third option strikes an appropriate balance between local 
control and the imperative of consistency with Statewide I ANF strategies. 

(J) Federal plan approval 

As with virtually all Federal grants to States and cities, there needs to be a Federally· 
accepted plan upon which Federal funds flow to gran!ees. ·Federal programs offer a range of 
options for the degree to which the Government exercises control over the content of the 

• grantee's plan as a condition for receipt of funds. 

• 
DESIGN ISSUE #6: The Federal role ill WlW plan approval. 

Ihe workgroup identified two primary options for the Federal role, the T ANF model and 
the JIP A model. 

Option A- TANE model. Under TANF, the Federal role is limited to checking for completeness; 
guidance and oversight are minimal. . The burden of design adequacy rests with the State. Funds 
are not conditioned on the quality of the plan or its likelihood of success. as judged by the Federal 
government. ~ : 

Option B' JIPA model. In JTPA and many other Federal programs, the Federal government 
plays a more substantive role. With limited funds available to achieve the stated purpose, the 
Federai government is presumed to have a stake in, and expertise in, detennining what approaches 
most effectively satisfY the requirements of the program statute. Under this approach, the 
Secretary would approve plan applications based on a "reasonable expectation of success." 

Because WTW Jobs rewards activities primarily financed under T ANF, departing from the' 
"de minimus" I ANF role would be difficult to justifY, even though the JTP A model is more the 
l'ederal norm. Because the Secretary withholds 25 percent ofWTW Jobs funds, the Federal 
leverage to encourage good performance is inherent in the wrw design, without regard to the 
plan approval process. Arguably, the carefully specified plan content requirements ( above). 
coupled with full payment only for the showing of performance, can ensure accountability for 
WTW Jobs funds without a more meticulous plan approval process. It is likely, however, that a 
T ANF-like approach will be criticized by some for failing to provide effective Federal oversight. 

(K) Use of (unds 
, J , 

States and localities arc generally free to devise whatever program plan they choose, 
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provided their plan makes clear that the result will be successful placement in jobs qualifYing for 
the performance grant, up to the level determined in the formula allocation. In addition, three 
broad types ofactivities would he cited. They include: 

(I) Proven models ofjol! creation and olacement. WTW may replicate programs which 
various localities have used successfully to place higlj1y disadvantaged individuals. 

(2) Jobs in expanded child care, through creation of jobs for eligible individuals in 
expanded community-based child care centers mid other sources of affordable child care. 

(3) Jobs created throuGh cleaninG up and rebuildinG communities. Creation of jobs 
through envirorunental clean up; such as under Brownfields programs, and resulting 
economic devc\opment; EZIEC incentives for new job creation in high poverty areas; and 
housing rehabilitation. Housing redevelopment programs, such as YouthBuild, also could 
be part of local community plans for these activities. I 

Applicants would he asked to show how they have provided for the use of voucher 
strategies that permit some or all of the eligible population to select or participate in selection of 
service options or service providers: 

The most sensitive issue foi' use of funds is whether they may support workfare or other 
forms of job subsidization in the public sector. This issue is the forum for determining whether 
WTW is open to attack for being CETA in another guise. 

DESIGN ISSUE #7: Usc ofWTW funds (or workfare and subsidized public sector jobs. 

The August outline is clear that the purpose oflhe program is 10 help create job 
opportunities in the private and non-profit sectors and that States and localities "would be granted 
maximum flexibility to develop job creation strategies -- including, where appropriale, in the 
public sector." While the language is ambiguous aboul lIsing WTW funds specifically for 
"workfare," there was general (but not unanimous) agreement that wrw funds should not be 
used for workfare. In contrast, if "workfare" jobs are something Ipcal areas believe are warranted 
or necessary to prepare long-term welfare recipients for work. it might harm WTW's chances of 
success to bar its use for this purpose, even though TANF resources are already available for that 
purpose. 

• Option A- Prohibit use ofWTW fund~ for workfare or subsidized public jobs. 

• Option B' Complete lOcal discretion. 

The issue here is not whether workfare or public jobs subsidization arc valuable 
employability development tools, but rather whether wrw funds should be available for that 
purpose in addition to T ANF and other funds. The key for wrw is the performance payment for 
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regular, lasting employment, not the manner in which a long-term welfare recipient acquired the 
skills and knowledge needed to get and hold such a job. On the other hand, using WTW for 
workfare raises the unwelcome CETA issue. TANF already permits the usc of its funds for such 
purpose. 

(L) Accountability and evaluation 

• The basic design ofWTW -- rewarding only success -- eIlsures grantee accountability. It 
is also essential that the Federal government, and the States and Cities, learn which WTW 
strategies work best, in what situations. 

• WTW will require periodic reports from each grantee on progress toward meeting the plan 
goals, with analysis of successes and problems. In addition( the Secretary will establish an 
on-going evaluation capability that will establish baseline data at the outset and permit an 
assessment of whether the WTW strategy is working during its second and third years, 
and an overall assessment of its net impact on the long-tllm welfare population. 

• The authorization for appropriations for WTW ends after thll third year, in order to make 
clear that the decision on whether to seek additional appropriations beyond the initial $3 
billion should turn on whether this program design' has proved successful. 

(M) Administering agency 

The WTW workgroup did not address the issue of which Federal agency should be the 
lead administering entity for WTW Jobs. This issue was deferred in August. The discussion 
below is divided into two issues: 8(a), IlliS or DOL; and 8(b) interaction between DOL and 
IlliS, should one or the other be designated lead. 

DESIGN ISSUE #8: Federal administration 

. 8(a) Should HHS or Labor administer WTW? 

OMB offers the following summary of this issue. 

IlliS and DOL can each make a strong case for assuming adlninistrative responsibility. As 
administrator ofTANF, HHS remains the principal source: to the States on welfare policy. 
Administrative ease and efficiency, extensive knowledge of the welfare population, and the 
complex interactions between TANF and WTW's multiple sanctions and rewards, argue for a lead 
role for BBS in WTW Jobs. 

On the other hand, DOL has a proven track record ofworki~g for decades with low­
income adults; currently 35 percent ofJTPA title II-A participants are AFDC recipients. Like 
WTW, ITPA stresses employment outcomes through a system of performance standards. JTPA 
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also has strong ties to mayors, county commissioners, and local employers through its 600 
business-led Private Industry Councils. 

., 

• Option A" DOL lead. 

• Opt jon B' lUIS lead 

If DOL has the lead, States would deplore answering to two federal bureaucracies -- DOL 
for WTW and HHS for T ANF -- as they administer their complementary, commingled welfare 
funds. Mayors would likely gladly accept DOL as lead agency for the WTW funds since they 
work with DOL on 1TP A and have for many years. 

It is possible to defer this issue past the Budget database lock in early January, by 
including in the Budget an "allowance" of $750 million in FY 1998 and $3 billion for IT 1998-
2000 (plus administrative costs) that is not assigned to either agency .. However, deferring this 
issue means losing the ability for the administering agency to work actively with key 
Congressional members to obtain the legislation and FY 1998 appropriation. 

8(b) Interaction between HHS and Labor 

Regardless of which agency has the lead, the programmatic interaction between TANF 
and WTW requires a close working relationship between HHS and DOL, This relationship could 
take various forms, Primary options arc: . 

Option A" Consultation, Under this option, the lead agency would, by statute, be required to 
consult with the other agency on all aspects ofWTW program administration, and its interaction 
with TANF, At a minimum, consultation would occur on standards for WTW plan content,. 
review' and approval of applications, progress reports, corrective action or funding real1oeation, 
and the design and conduct of the evaluation, Tllis option would provide a fOlma! participatory 
role for the other agency, but ensure a clear line of responsibility to the lead agency. 

Opt jon B' Jojnt approval, Under this option, HHS and Labor would jointly administer WTW, 
This option would adapt the model included in the Clinton Administration's School-to-Work 
(STW) Opportunities Act, in which the Secretaries of Education and Labor "jointly provide for, 
and exercise final authority over, the administration of the Act" and have final authority to jointly 
issue whatever procedures, guidelines, and regulations the Secretaries consider necessary and 
appropriate to administer and enforce the Act. To avoid some of the complexity of STW, funds 
would be requested only in the lead Department, and the joint STW staffing pattern would not be 
followed. While this option is more complex than the consultation model, it ensures the 
administrative and policy strengths of both agencies will be brought to bear on WTW. 
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS c: 
( Places of alteasll00,OOO; 1990 Census) 3< 

150 Cities and 50 States 100 Cities and 50 States 
b_ 

.... . __ ... Aiiiiiial-""--' - ... ..... -- ._._- _._------_ .. - .-.--'- -AnrlUa'------ --'" -.- r 
:r: 

Share of Allocation Share of Share of Allocation Share of b 

Persolls in SI B Based on $3 B $1 B Based on $3 B c 
" 

~.oxer\Y ($,i11.00.o) Je:bs $l.5.0.M ($J"-_OOP) Jo.b.s ($";0.00.0) J.obs $7W_M (SJn_OQO) Jobs 

City U, S, Tolal ..................................... 31,699,669 30,692,487 
b. 

" 
Bank .CIlie.s 10,496,370 $993,358 331,119 9,489,188 $927,509 309,170 I 

L 

1 New York city 1,384,994 $43,691 14,564 $32,768 S131,073 43,691 $45,125 15,042 $33,844 $135,3;5 45.125 r 

2 Los Angeles city 643,809 $20,310 6,770 $15,232 $60,929 20,310 $20,976 6,992 $15,732 $62,928 20,976 :r 

3 Chicago city 592,298 $18,685 6,228 $14,014 S56,054 18,665 $19,298 6,433 S14,473 $57,893 19,29B . 
4 Houslon city 332,974 $10,504 3,501 $7,878 $31.512 10,504 510,849 3,616 S8,137 , $32,546 10,849 

5 Delroil city 328.467 $10,362 3,454 $7,771 . $31,086 10,362 $10,702 3,567 S8,026 $32,~06 10,702 

6 Philadelphia cily 313,374 S9.886 3.295 $7,414 $29,657 9,886 $10,210 3,403 $7,658 S30,630 10,210 

7 San Antonio c~y 207,161 $6.535 2,178 $4.901 $19,605 6,535 $6,750 2.250 $5,062 $20,249 6,750 0-

8 Dallas city 177,790 $5,609 1,870 S4,206 S16,826 5,609 $5,793 1,931 $4,344 $17,378 5,793 t: 

9 Baltimore city 156,284 $4,930 1,643 $3,696 S1"4,790 4,930 $5.092 1,697 $3,819 $15.276 5.092 "-c 
10 New Orleans city 152,042 $4,796 1,599 $3,597 S14.369 4,796 $4,954 1,651 S3,715 $14,861 4,954 "-

II San Diego city 142,362 $4,492 1,497 $3,369 $13.475 4,492 $4,639 ;,546 S3,479 $13,917 4,639 I 
v 

12 Cleveland city 142.217 $4,486 1,495 $3,365 $13.459 4,486 $4,634 1,545 S3,475 $13,901 4,634 Ii 
v 

13 Phoenix city 137.406 S4.335 1.445 $3.251 $13,004 4,335 $4.477 1,492 S3,358 $13,431 4.477 " 
14 Memphis city 136,123 .$4.294 1,431 $3,221 $12,882 4,294 $4.435 1,478 i3,326 S13,305 4,435 ~ 

u 

15 Milwaukee city 135,583 $4.277 1,426 $3.208 $12,831 4,277 S4,417 1,472 $3,313 $13,252 4.417 <S 
a 

16 El Paso city 126,686 $4,066 1.355 $3,049 $12,196 4.066 S4,199 1.400 $3,149 S12,598 4,199 

17 Miami city 109,594 $3,457 1.152 $2,593 S10,372 . 3.4!:i; $3,571 1,190 $2,670 $10,712 3,571 

18 Columbus city 105,494 $3,326 1,109 S2,496 $9,984 3.no $3,437 1.146 $2,570 $10,311 3,437 

19 Atlanta cily 102.364 $3,229 1,070 $2,422 $9,680 3,229 $3,335 1,112 $2,501 $10,005 3,335 

20 Boston city 102,092 $3,221 1,074 $2,415 $9,662 3,221 . $3,326 1.109 $2,495 $9,979 3,326 

21 Dislrict of Columbia -&6,21.8 S3,037 1,012 $2,276 $9,112 3,037 $3,137 1,046 $2,353 $9,411 3,137 

22 St. louis city 95,271 53,005 1,002 $2,254 $9,016 3,005 $3,104 1,035 $2.326 59,312 3,104 

23 San Francisco city ·90,019. 52,840 947 $2,130 S6.519 ' 2,640 $2,933 978 $2.200 56,799 2.933 I 

. --- ~, 

,24 Indianapolis city (remainder) 89.8lY $2,834 945 $2;125 S8.501 2,834 $2,927 976 S2,195 $8.780 2,927 

25 Cincinnati city 85,319 $2,691 $2,019 $8,074 $2,780 927 $2,085 S8.339 2,780 
.... 

897 2,691 (j 

26 Fresno city 83,108 $2,622 074 $1,966 $7,865 2,622 $2,708 903 S2,031 S8,123 2,708 u 

27 Buffalo city 81,601 $2,574 858 $1.931 $7,723 2,574 $2.659 866 S1,994 $7,976 2,659 ~ 

28 AlJl;tin city 80,369 $2,535 845 51.901 $7.606 2.535 $2.619 873 SI,964 . $7,856 2,619 

29 Jacksonville city (remainder) 80.016 $2,524 841 S1,893 $7,573 2,524 $2.607 869 S1,955 $7,621 2,607 
0-

30 Tucson cily 79,287 $2,501 834 51,876 $7,504 2,501 52,583 861 SI.937 $7,750 2.563 0, 

31 Denver city 78,515 S2.477 826 51,858 $7,431 2.477 $2,558 853 51.919 $7,674 2.558 v 

32 Fori Worth city 75,597 52,385 795 $1,789 57,154 2,385 $2,463 621 51.847 $7,389 2,463 VI 

33 Pillsburgh cily 75,172 $2.371 790 $1,779 $7,114 2.371 $2,449 816 Sl,637 $7,348 2,449 :2 

34 San Jose city 71.676 $2.261 754 $1,696 $6,783 2,261 S2.335 778 51,751 $7,006 2,335 
c 

35 Newark dy 70.702 $2,230 743 $1,673 $6,691 2,230 52,304 768 $1.728 $6,911 2.304 c 
c 

36 Long Beach city 69,694 $2,199, 733 $1.649 $6,596 2.199 $2,271 757 . 51.703 56,812 2,271 UI 

r '1, 

't 
., .. • ; c . "-

.. ;. '.;:" . ,"' , 
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS c 
( Places of alleasl 100,000; 1990 Census) "" 

150 Cities and 50 Slales 100 Cities and 50 Slates 
to 

o __ • _ 
' .. .---, .. - .. - .. ' ., - ""-'Arinuai" , 

- .... ,-
Annual J 

Share 01 Allocation Share 01 Share or Allocation Share 01 to 

Persons in $1 B Based on $3 B $1 B Based on $3 B 
c 
;>. 

- Poverty ($,;n 000) Jobs S,7.5.o .. M ($, in,OOO) Jobs Jobs $750M (Sin .000) ($jn,Ooo) Jobs to 

37 Oklahoma City city 69,096 $2,160 727 $1,635 $6,539 2,160 $2,251 750 $1,688 $6,754 2.251 ;>. 

38 Oakland city 68,761 S2,170 723 $1,627 $6,509 2,170 $2,241 747 S 1,681 $6,723 2,241 J 
~ 

39 Min neapolis city 65,556 , $2,068 669 $1,551 $6,204 2,068 $2,136 712 51.602 55,408 2,136 ( 

:J 

40 Kansas City city 65,361 $2,063 688 $1,547 $6,168 2,063 $2,130 710 SI.598 56,391 2,130 

41 Birmingham city 64,572 $2.037 679 51,528 $6,111 2,037 $2,104 701 $1,578 $6,312 2,104 

42 Nashvine-Davidson (remaindr) 62;497 $1,972 657 SI,4711 55,915 1,972 $2.035 679 $1,527 56,109 2,036 

43 Toledo city 62,426 S1,969 656 $1,477 55,908 1,969 52,034 678 $1,525 $6,~02 2,034 

44 Sacramento city 62,232 $1,963 654 $1,472 $5,890 1,963 52,028 676 $1,521 $6,083 2,028 

45 portland cily 62,058 $1,956 653 $1,466 $5,873 1,958 52,022 674 $1,516 $6,056 2,022 ~ 

46 Seattle city 61,681 $1,946 649 $1,459 $5,837 1,946 S2,010 670 $1,507 $6,029 2,010 t 

47 Louisville city 59,144 $1,666 622 $1.399 $5,597 1,866 $1,927 642 $1,445 $5,781 1,927 " c 
48 Baton Rouge city 54,669 'S1,725 575 $1,293 $5,174 1,725 $1,761 594 $ I ,336 $5,344 . 1,781 " 
49 Tulsa city 53,768 $1,696 $1,272 $5,089 1,696 $1,752 51,314 S5,255 1,752 " 565 584 <-

50 Albuquerque city 52,903 $1,669 555 S1,252 55,007 1,669 $1,724 575 51.293 $5,171 1.i24 u 
v 

51 Tampa city 52,557 $1,658 553 $1,243 54.974 1,658 $1,712 571 51,284 S5,137 1,712 " 
52 Rochester c~y 52,237 $1,646 549 $1,236 $4,944 1.648 $1.702 567 S1,276 S5,106 1,702 

~ 

L. 

53 Santa Ana city 51,835 $1,635 545 $1,226 $4,906 1,635 $1.689 563 51,267 55,067 1,689 u 
<-

54 Corpus Christi city 50,525 $1,594 531 $1,195 $4,782 1,594 $1,646 549 $1.235 S4,939 1,546 

55 Shreveport cily 49.215 $1,55:\ 510 $I,1G4 $4,650 1,553 $1,603 534 S 1,7.03 $4.610 l,G03 

56 Daylon clly I\G,460 $1,4GG 409 $1,100 $4,J!J9 1,4GG $1,514 505 $1,136 $4,543 1,514 

57 Laredo city 45,12G S1,424 475 $1,060 $4,271 1.424 $1,470 490 $1,103 $4,411 1,470 

58 AAron city 44,544 S1.405 468 $1,054 $4,216 1,405 51,451 484 $1,088 $4,354 1,45~ 

59 SI. Paul city 44,115 51,392 464 $1.044 $4,175 1,392 S1,437 479 $1,078 $4,312 1,437 

60 Stockton city 43,990 Sl,380 463 S1,041 $4,163 1,388 S1,433 478 11.075 $4,300 1,433 

61 Norfolk city 43,944 $1,366 452 $1,040 $4,159 1,366 51,432 477 S1,074 $4,295 1,432 J -
62 Jackson city 43,216 $\,363 454 S1,022 $4,090 1,363 S1,408 469 $1,O~6 $4,224 1,408 

" 
63 MobUe city 42,838 $1,351 450 $1,014 $4,054 1,351 S',396 465 $1,047 $4,187 1,396 0' 

64 Jersey City cily 42,539 $1,342 4~7 $1,006 $4,026 1,342 51.386 462 $1,039 $4,158 1,386 u, 

65 Chartotle city 42.312 $1,335 445 $1,001 54,OOd 1,335 51,379 460 $1,034 $4,136 1,379 "-

66 Flint city 42,218 $1,332 444 5999 S3,995 1,332 51,376 459 $~,O32 $4,127 1,376 

67 Omaha city 41,357 $1.305 435 $978 53,914 ~,305 Sl,347 449 $1,011 $4,042 1,347 ~ 

68 Richmond city 40,103 51,265 422 $949 S3,795 1,265 51,307 436 5980 $3,920 1,307 c 

69 Wichita city 37,321 S1,177 392 $883 $3,532 1, 177 $1,216 405 S912 $3,648 1,216 L. 

70 Hartford cily 36,397 51,148 383 $861 $3,445 1.148 $1.166 395 S889 $3,556 1,186 c 

71 S an Bernardino c~y 36,174 $1,141 380 $856 $3,423 1.141 $1,179 393 5884 $3,536 1,179 :;; 
c 

72 Lubbock city 34,593 $1,091 364 $818 $3,274 .,091 $1,127 376 5845 $3,381 1,127 

73 Syracuse city 34,402 $1,085 362 $814 $3,256 1,085 $1,121 374 5841 $3,363 I, I 21 c 
c 

74 PrOvidence city 34,120 ,$1,076 359 $807 $3,229 1,076 S1,112 371 5834 $3,335 I, 112 L. 

.." 

r 
r c 

" .. " .. 1 <-
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 
( Places of at least 100,000; 1990 Census) c 

150 Cities and 50 States 100 Cities and 50 States .. ---... - _ . .. -. -Annual---·- _ .. --.-_ .. - - ... - --·---Annu-.if 
.' 

Share of Allocation Share of Share of Allocation Share 01 t 
L 

Persons in $1 B Based on $3 B SI B Based on $3 B 

Poverty ($)n .000) Jobs $I50.M (S..in_OOO) Jobs (5Jo_09.0) J.obs $},59JII (SJ[l_OP.o) Job.s t 

75 Gary city 33,964 $1,071 357 $804 . $3,214 1,071 $1,107 369 $830 $3,320 1,107 

76 Hialeah city 33,830 $1,067 356 580O $3,202 1,067 51,102 367 $827 $3,307 1,102 ~ 

--
77 Montgomery city 32,778 $1,034 345 $776 $3,102 1,034 SI,068 356 5801 $3,204 1,066 

78 KnoxviUe city 32,189 . $1,015 336 $762 53,046 1,015 S1,049 350 $787 $3,146 1,049 

79 Columbus city (remainder) 31,811 $1,004 335 $753 53,011 1,004 S1,036 345 $777 $3,109 1,036 

80 SI. Petersburg city 31,475 $993 331 $745 52,979 993 $1,025 342 $769 $3,076 1,025 

81 Springfield city 30,241 $954 318 S715 $2,862 954 $985 328 S739 $2,956 985 

82 Lexington-Fayette 30,108 $950 317 $712 $2,649 950 5981 327 S736 S2,943 961 

83 Colorado Springs ctty 29,973 5946 315 S709 $2,837 946 5977 326 S732 52,930 977 

64 Honolulu COP 29,873 $942 314 $707 $2,827 942 $973 324 $730 52,920 973 

85 Spokane city 29,863 $942 314 $707 $2,826 942 S973 324 S730 S2,919 973 • ( 

86 Savannah city 29,854 $942 314 $706 '$2,825 942 $973 ·324 $730 52,916 973 • 
87 East Los Angetes COP 29,355 $926 309 $695 $2,778 926 $956 319 $717 $2,869 956 l 

88 Grand Rapids city 29,103 $918 306 $689 $2,754 918 $948 316 $711 $2,645 948 
, 
( 

89 Las Vegas city 29,064 $917 306 $688 $2,752 917 $948 316 S711 S2,643 946 

90 Madison city 28,640 S903 301 $678 52,710 903 $933 311 $700 $2,799 933 

91 Tacoma city 28,632 S903 301 S677 S2,710 903 5933 311 $700 $2,799 933 " , 
92 Anaheim city 27,933 S81l1 294 S661 $2,644 881 $910 303 $683 $2,730 910 

93 Mesa city 27,087 $6(;4 265 S641 $2.563 654 $083 294 $662 $2,646 663 

94 Chattanooga city 26,003 SMG 262 S634 $2,537 046 $073 291 $655 $2,620 on 
95 Kansas City city 26,433 $834 278 $625 $2,502 634 $861 267 $646 $2,584 661 

96 Riverside city 26,280 $829 276 $622 52,487 829 $856 285 $642 $2,569 856 

97 Amarillo city 26,058 5822 274 $617 $2,466 822 $849 2!U. $637 $2,547 649 

98 Bakersfield city 25,782-- $813 271 $610 $2,440 . 813 $840 2BO $630 $2,520 ' 640~~ 

99 Paterson city 25,677' $810 27-0 $608 $2,430 810 $837 279 $627 $2,510 8~' ~ 

100 Salt Lake City city 25,651 $809 270 $607 $2,428 809 $836 279 $627 ,.$2,507 836 • 
101 Tallahassee city 25,516 5805 268 $604 $2,415 805 c 

102 Gtendale city 25,464 $804 266 $603 $2,412 804 " 
103 New Haven c~y 25,481 $804 268 $603 $2,411 804 

104 liitle Rock city 25,193 $795 265 $596 $2,384 795 

105 Macon city 25.178 'S794 265 $596 $2,383 794 , 
106 Fort Lauderdale city 24,793 S782 261 $587 S2,346 782 

L 

107 Lansing city 24,513 5773 256 $580 S2,320 773 

108 Worcester city 24,228 $764 255 $573 $2,293 764 

109 Des Moines c~y 24,137 $761 254 $571 $2,284 761 (I 

110 Orlando city 23,797 $751 250 $563 $2,252 751 

111 Pomona clty 23,648 $746 249 $560 $2,238 746 
'. 
( 

112 Beaumont city 23,494 $741 247 $556 $2,223 741 l' 

r 
., , , (I 

11 ... .;:.;:" " " ~ 
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS ( 

( Places 01 alleasl 100,000; 1990 Census) :. 
150 Cilies and 50 Siaies 100 Cities and 50 Slaies 

t, 

. . ....... --.A:riiiuai· .... . .. - ... _-- -- ..... -_.- ._ ..... _- ----- --I>:.;ii-"a'---- .. - ---.. -' ----- _ .. --
r 

Share of Allocation Share 01 Allocation Share of 
J 

Share of '" 
Persons in $1 B Based on S3 B $1 B Based on 53 B c 

" poverty ($ in 000) Jobs $7_50 M (S.in 000) Jobs ($. io.O.OO) Job.s $}.5.D_M (S..in_O.OP) J.obs 
to 

113 Bridgeport city 23,463 $740 247 $555 $2.220 740 " 
114 EI Monte city 23,446 $740 247 S555 S2.219 740 

) 

;< 

115 Springfield cily 23,223 $733 244 5549 52,196 733 r 

116 Newport News city 23,169 5731 244 $548 $2,193 731 
J 

117 Raleigh city 22,942 $724 241 $543 $2,171 724 

118 Virginia Beach cily 22.307 $704 235 $528 $2,111 704 

119 Arlinglon city 21,272 $671 224 $503 $2,013 671 

120 Modes 10 cily 20.930 $660 220 $495 $1,981 . 660 

121 Winston-Salem city 20,713 5653 218 S490 51.960 653 "-

122 Uncoln city 20,521 'S647 216 $486 $1.942 647 
t 

123 Peoria cily 20,516 $647 216 $485 $1,942 647 " c 
124 Yonkers city 20,436 $645 215 $484 $1,934 645 " 
125 Gfeensboro city 20,214 $638 213 $478 $1,913 638 

I. 
<-

126 Erie cily 20,192 $637 212 $478 $1,911 637 " v 
127 Fort Wayne city 19,531 $616 205 5462 $1,848 616 " 
126 Durham city 19,163 S605 202 5453 $1.814 605 

>-
v 

129 Pasadena city 19,043 S601 200 $45. SI.802 601 \< 

130 Tempe cily 16.603 $567 S440 S1,761 567 
() 

196 
131 Eugene city 10,176 $573 1 !il $430 51.120 573 

132 Rock! o.d city ·18,127 $~72 191 $429 S1,716 [,72 

133 Huntsville city 18,093 $571 190 $420 $1,712 571 

134 Portsmouth city 17,920 $565 188 $424 $1,696 565 

135 Onlario cily 17,853 SS63 188 $422 $1,690 563 

136 Evansville cily 17,812 $562 187 $421 $1,6136 562 ..... 
137 Inglewood city 17,606 $562 187 $421 $1,685 562 

:r 

138 Oxnard city 17.608 S555 185 $417 $1,666 555 
" 139 Elizaberh cily 17.451 $551 184 $413 $1,652 551 0 

140 Glendale city 16,756 $529 176 $396 $1,506 529 " 
141 Pasadena c~y 16,724 $528 176 $396 $1,583 528 

142 Salinas city 16,652 $525 175 $394 $1,576 525 

143 Aurora city 16,28B $514 171 $385 $1,541 514 ~ 

144 Irving city 16,209 $511 170 S383 $1,534 511 0, 

145 Anchorage city 15,614 $493 164 5369 $1.478 493 I.-

146 Reno cily 15,085 $476 159 5357 $1.428 476 

147 Soulh Bend city 14.854 5469 156 S351 $1,406 469 :<. 
c 

148 G alden Grove city 14,652 5462 154 S347 S1,387 462 

149 Topeka city 14,292 5451 150 5338 51,353 451 
c 
c 

150 Garland ciry 14,062· $444 148 $333 51,331 444 vi 

, " 
., r c .- v, 

:';.; .. • 



l'lle: g:ldata\wkWsort4. wk4 
POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS c 

3 
( Places of at leasll00,OOO; 1990 Census) to: 

150 Cilies and 50 States 100 Cities and 50 Slales r ... - --.--Aiiriuai ... -- .. _. --.. -- ..• .. _. " ...... -' -----------,y;nuil---· .-.--- x 

Share of Allocalion Share of Share 01 Allocation ,Share 0: to: 
c 

Persons in $1 B Based on $3 B $1 B Based on $3 B ;>; 

1'0v.e[ly ($ in 000) Jobs $750_M ($ in 000) Jobs ($';n_OOO) J.ob.s $~50M ($ .in_OOO) J.obs to: 
;>; 

Stale x 
Rank 2 

Slates/Balance of Slates (BOS) 21,2Q3,299 S2,OO6,642 668,681 $2,072,490 690,830 
r 
:J 

1 Califomia BOS 1,957,413 $61,749 20,583 $46,312 $165,246 61,749 $63,775 21,258 S47,831 $191,325 63.775 

2 Texas BOS 1,749,675 $55,195 18,398 541,397 $165,586 55,195 $57,007 19,002 $42,755 S171,020 57,007 

3 Florida BOS 1,222,606 $36,568 12,656 526,926 $115,705 38,568 $39,634 13,276 $29,876 S119,502 39,634 

4 Pennsylvania BOS 874,891 $27,599 9,200 $20,700 S82,798 27,599 S28,505 9,502 $21,379 S65,515 26,505 

50hioBOS 839,268 $26,476 8,825 $19,857 $79,429 26,476 $27,345 9,115 520,509 S62,035 27.345 

6 Michigan BOS 766,397 524,177 8.059 $18,133 $72,530 24,177 $24,970 8,323 318,728 $74,91 I 24,970 0-

t: 

7 Louisiana BOS 711,076 $22,432 7,477 $16,824 $67,295 22,432 $23,168 7,723 $17,376 $69,503 23, I 68 

8 GeoJgia BOS 704,514 $22,225 7,408 516,61;8 $1;6,674 22,225 $22,954 7,651 S17,215 $68,862 22,954 "-c 

9 North Carolina BOS 704,514 $22,225 7,408 S16,668 S66,674 22,225 522,954 7,651 $17,215 568,862 22,954 "-
I 

10 New York BOS 703,626 $22,197 . 7,399 $16,647 S66,590 22,197 $22,925 7,642 $17,194 S68,775 22,925 " 
I I Winois BOS 677,978 521,388 7,129 $16,041 564,163 21,386 522,089 7,363 $16,567 S66,268 22,089 u 

u 

12 Kentucky BOS 592,575 $18,693 6,231 $14,020 S56,OBO 18,693 $19,307 6,436 514,480 S57,921 19,307 I 
0-

13 M tssissippi BOS 587,813 518,543 6,181 $13,907 $55,630 18,543 $19,152 6,384 $14,364 557,455 19,152 u 

14 Alabama BOS 565.333 $17,834 5,945 $13,376 $53,502 17,834 $18,419 6,140 $13,814 $55,258 18.4 19 '-' c 

15 South Caronna State (no cities) 517,793 $16,334 5,445 $12,251 $49,003 16,334 $16,870 5,623 512,653 $50.61 I 16,870 

1 G T cnncssce DOS 407,329 $15,373 5,12" $11,530 MG,I7.0 15,373 $15,076 _ 5,293 $11,900 $47,633 15,070 

17 MisSQuri DOS 479,200 $15,117 ~.OJY $11,336 $4!j.J~1 15,117 $15,613 r.,204 $11,710 $46,039_ . 15,613 

10 Virginia DOS 450,337 $14,206 4,735 S10,655 S42,619 14,205 514,673 ~,891 $11,004 $44,018 14,673 

19 New Jersey BOS 416,783 $13,148 4,383 S9,861 539,444 13,146 S13,579 4,526 $10,184 S';0,736 13,579 

20 Indiana BOS 415,452 S13,106 4,369 S9,829. ... S39,318 13,106 S13,536 4,512 $10,152 $40,608 13,536 

21 Arkansas B OS 411,896 $12,994 4,331 59,745 538,981 12,994 $13,420 4,473 $10,065 S40,260 13,420 
:I 

22 Washinglon BOS 397,757 $12,548 4,183 $9,411 S37,643 12,548 $12,959 4,320 $9,720 538,878 12,959 -
23 Oklahoma BOS 386,990 $12,208 4,069 $9,156 $35,624 12,208 $12,609 4,203 $9,456 $37,826 - 12,609 " 
24 Massachusetts BOS 362,778 $11,444 3,815 $8,583 $34,333 11,444 $11,820 3,940 $8,865 $35,459 11,820 0 

25 West vtrginia State (no cities) 345,093 $10,88G 3,629 $8,165 $32,659 10,886 $11,244 3,748 $8,433 $33,731 1 1,244 u 

26 Wisconsin BOS 344,322 $10,862 3,621 $8,147 $32,586 10,862 $11,218 3,739 $8.414 $33,655 11,218 

27 Minnesota BOS 325,660 $10,273 3,424 $7,705 $30,820 10,273 $10,610 3,537 $7,958 $31.831 10,610 

28 Arizona BOS 285,223 $8,998 2,999 $6,748 $26,993 8,998 $9,293 3,098 S5,970 $27,879 9,293 ~ 

29 Iowa BOS 283,283 $8,936 2,979 S6,702 S26,809 8,936 $9,230 3,077 56,922 $27,689 9,230 c 

30 Oregon BOS 264,633 $8,348 2,783 S6,261 S25,044 8,348 $8,622 2,874 56,467 $25,866 8,622 L 
c 

31 New Mexico BOS 253,031 $7,982 2,661 $5,987 S23,946 7,982 $6,244 2,748 S6,183 S24, 732 8,244 

32 Colorado BOS 250,438 37,900 2,633 $5,925 523,701 ·7,900 S8,160 2,720 S6,120 S24,479 8,160 
::; 
c 

33 Maryland BOS 229,012 $7,224 2,408 $5,416 $21,673 7,224 $7,461 2,487 $5,596 S22,384 7,461 c 
34 Kansas 80S 196,577 S6,201 2,067 $4,651 $18,604 6,201 $6,405 2,135 $4,604 519,214 6,405 c 

35 Utah 80S 166,764 $5,261 1,754 $3,946 $15,782 5,261 $5,433 I,Bll $4,075 S'6,300 5,433 c 
-, 

r 
r c , 0 . 



I-de: g:ldala\Wkwsor14.wM 
POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 
(Pla""s or al (east 100,000; 1990 Census) 

150 Cilies and 50 Slates 
"'Anriuai' " 

Share 01 Allocation Share 01 
Persons in $1 B Based on $3 B 

Poverty ($jn ,(00) Jobs $750 M (Sin 000) 
36 Connecticu( BOS 132,006 $4,164 1,368 $3,123 S12,493 
37 Idaho Slale (no cilies) 130,588 $4, '20 1,373 $3,090 S12,359 
38 Maine Slate (no cities) 128,466 $4,053 1,351 $3,039 512,156 
39 Montana Slate (no cities) 124,853 $3,939 1,313 $2,954 $11,616 
40 Nebraska BOS 108,738 S3,430 1,143 $2,573 $10,291 
41 Soulh Dakola Slale (no cities) 106,305 $3,354 1,118 $2,515 S10,061 
42 North Dakola Stale (no cities) 86,276 $2,765 926 $2,069 S8,354 
43 Nevada BOS 75,491 $2,381 794 $1,786 57,144 
44 New Hampshire State (no cities) 69,104 $2,180 727 $1,635 $6,540 
45 Rhode Island 80S 56,550 $1,847 616 $1.385 $5,541 
46 HawaiiBOS 58,535 $1,847 616 51.385 $5,540 
47 Delaware Stale (no cities) 56,223 $1,774 591 $1,330 $5,321 
48 V~rmont Slate (no cities) 53,369 $1,684 561 $1,263 55,051 
49 Wyoming Stale (no cities) 52,453 S1,655 552 $1,241 $4,964 
50 Alaska BOS 32,292 $1,019 340 $76~ $3,056 

Share o~ 
$1 B 

Jobs (S,in a,OO) 
4,164 $4,301 
4,120 $4,255 
4,053 $4,186 
3,939 $4,068 
3,430 $3,543 
3,354 $3,464 
2,785 $2,876 
2,361 52,460 
2,180 S2,251 
1,647 $1,906 
1,647 $1,907 
1,774 $1,632 
1,684 $1,739 
1,655 S1,709 
1,019 S1,052 

.. .:.~, 

'00 CHies and 50 States 
- Annual 

Allocation Share of 
Based on S3 B 

Jobs $.750,M ($.in.OOO) 
1,434 $3,226 $12,903 
1,418 $3,191 $12,764 
1,395 53,139 S12,557 
1,356 $3,051 $12,204 
1,161 $2,657 $10,628 
1,155 $2,598 $10,391 

959 S2,157 S8,628 
820 S1,B45 $7,379 
750 $1,689 $6,754 
636 $1,431 $5,723 
636 $1,430 S5,721 
611 $1,374 S5,495 
580 S1,304 $5,216 
570 SI,282 $5,127 
351 $789 $3,155 

t 
t , '. 

Jobs 
4,301 
4.255 
4,186 
4,066 
3,543 
3,464 
2,876 
2,460 
2,251 
1,908 
1,907 
1,632 
1,739 
1,709 
1,052 
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Category 

Allocation to states 

Allocation witbin states 

State agency 

How state qualifies 

Eligible individuals 

Evaluation set-aside 

Allowable activities 

Set-aside for Indians 

Penalty 

House Democrats 

Merit awards to cities and Slates 
(by the DOL in consultation with 

. HHS and HUD); part sct-aside in 
later years for perfonnance grants 

"Substantial" portion to areas 
with high poverty and 
unemployment and job shortages 

State T ANF agency 

HHS must determine that State 
can't meet TANF work 
requirements, maintains JOBS 
spending. meets 100% T ANF 
MOE. and can cany out Program 

36+ months on AFOCff ANF and 
no significant work experience, 
plus aJready participated in job 
search without getting job 

1% 

Wage subsidies. job creation, job 
placement, job vouchers, and job 
retention servi~ 

Not specified 

Not specified 

Comparison of Job Block Grant Proposals 
May 1997 

Blue Dogs 

70% based on T ANF and FS 
cascload covered by work 
requirements; 3001. for 
perfonnancc grants based on 
placement of long-tenn recipients. 
with barriers, etc. 

Each grant must be under $10 
million: 25% oflOtai for 
populations above 1,000,000; 
25% for between 250,000 and 
1,000,000; 25% for under 
250,000 

Not specified 

State must maintain JOBS 
spending, 20"A State match for 
basic grant, and administrative 
spending is under~;' of total 
funds 

}clot s(kcifted 

>(8" ~ 

3crr .. ~ FS I?'-S-c 

Not specified 

Job placement vouchers to 
recipients. contracts with 
placement companies, work 
supplementation in private sector 
jobs, grants to non-profits for job 
creation, micro-. enterprise and 
individual development accounts, 
and supportive services 

Not specified 

Not specified 

Daschle 

80"/0 based on T ANF and FS 
cascload covered by work 
requirements; 20% for 
pcrfonnancc grants based on 
placement oflongo.lerm recipients. 
with barriers, etc. 

t must be Spent in area with 
IIIId _Ioymen' of II 

, oIlocatc ashaR 
to two cities largest 

po~~~ 
Not specified . 

Same IS Blue Dogs 

18+ months on AFocrr ANF. 
noncustodial parents with 
arrearages or support orders, or 
single FS re<::ipients 

I",. for multi-site evaluation of no 
more than S States; less intensive 
on other States 

Job retention assistance, wage 
subsidies to private employers. 
contracts to private nonprofit 
agencies, micro-enterprise, 
revolving loan funds, technical 
and financiallSSistance, job 
mention voucllers redeemed by 
private job placement agencies 

1% 

Not specified 

Administration 

SOOA for States, cities, and counties. 
with preference to high poverty and 
unemployment; 200;' for 
perfonnanoc grants based on 
placement of long-term recipients, 
with barriers, etc. 

50% of funds eannarl<ed for States, 
SOOA for cities and counties 

No. specified 

80'~ TANF MOE 

Not specified 

Not specified 

Private sector wage subsidies, 
contracts with job placement 
"""'I""'i< or public job placemen. 
programs, job voucllers, job 
retention services, job creation in 
high lmCIIlployment areas and on 
Indian reservations 

1% 

No. specified 

CBPPlPrimus 

60-85% distributed based on 
long-term recipients or poverty; 
15-400/0 based on a competitive 
RFP process for 25-40 stales and 
communities 

Both competitive and formula 
grants must be spent in areas with 
poverty and unemploymcnl above 
20";' 

StatcTANF agency 

Submit detailed State plan, plus 
State match is higher of Medicaid 
match rate or 75% 

Recipients w. major barriers, in 
job search, or non~ial 
fathers paying child suppor1; 10% 
offormula grants are for childless 
FS recipients ages 18-50 

Same: as Daschle 

For competitive grants, may 
include wage subsidies, publicly 
funded jobs, improving 
participant skills, and pressing 
community needs; for fonnula 
granu, the same plus wage 
subsidies, transition from 
subsidized employment, or skills 
development for those at high risk 
of reaching time limits 

Not specified 

Not.specified 

Proposal X-
Hasten-

100% distributed based on 
poverty, unemployment, and IV-A 
recipients; no performance grants 

80% distributed by governor 
based mostly 01\ poverty, plus 
welf"'" use, unemploymcrtt, IIIId 
long-<cnn dc ... "deucy; 20% may 
go to other "-.." projects 

S_ TANF agency 0<_ 

agency designated by the: 
governor 

80'~ TANF MOE, 50% S_ 
match, agree to c:voluation, IIId 
15% administrative cap 

800" must be spent on those on 
AFDCffANF fo< 18+ months IIIId 
those with multiple baniers 

0.5% to HHS, in consultation 
with Secretary of Labor 

Private sedor wage subsidies. 
contracts with job placcmcut 
companies 0< public job 
placement prognms,job 
vouchers, OHbc-job training, or 
job retention services 

1% 

Misspent funds must be returned 
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Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

ee: Maureen H. Walsh/OMB/EOP, Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP 
Subject: WTW -- Friday afternoon meeting 

These notes will supplement the phone call to Elena and staff briefings in passing. 

Process. To recap expected timing of next steps: 

Haskins expects his draft Monday morning. He will make it available to us through Palast, who 
takes responsibility for getting to HHS and us. If it doesn't come directly to DPC, I'll get it 
there, and will get it to Stegman at HUD and Barr at Treasury (who called about all this Friday 
night). 

Haskins is open to meeting with a small group late Monday to provide comments and input to a 
second draft. AS noted below, he accepts that he needs some input on several issues. 

Haskins expects to be able to circulate a draft Tuesday or Wednesday at the latest, with mark 
up scheduled for Friday, for WTW and other matters: immigrants (grandfathering all on the roles 
instead of the Agreement on new applicants; deportation; sponsorship at 150% of poverty 
eliminates benfits; no AIDs aliens; et al -- Tarplin has a complete list); FLSA; privatization; TANF 
transfers for Title XX and child care; limiting amount of high school and voc ed that can count 
for TANF requirements; and UI (Pennington). 

Colton provided a preliminary list of minority amendments to the expected bill. (Kagan has by 
fax; OMB staff: in your boxes). 

Colton may want Administration people at meeting of Dem LAs; she will call WH and/or Palast 
and Tarplin. 

W&M and E&W. Haskins reported that he and the Education and Workforce committee staff have 
been unable to agree on a WTW design. Haskins favors competition and qualitative judgements on 
plans. E&W favors including the WTW money in the broad block grant approach it has approved as 
the replacment for JTPA. Not clear how this will play out among the members, but Haskins is 
drafting his way for now. 

What do the cities think. Not yet clear. Some think they would accept the pass through from 
States approach (see below), in lieu of direct grants from the Feds. Palast is to get a straight story 
from the Conf of Mayors. 

Content. 

Some mix of competitive and formula grants. Proportion likely to be a members issue. Formula 
will focus on poverty and unemployment and numbers on welfare. 



DOL administers. 

Split between States and cities, and degree of control over money by cities not clear, but may 
be achieved via a statutoriliy required pass-through from States, as in JTPA. Substate formula 
based on poverty plus welfare rolls, long term recipients. The Agreement says local areas must 
have poverty 20% above State average, but Haskins is sceptical of reality of that figure. 

Funding from State or locals has to be approved by PICs. This is confused due to limited 
understanding of the JTPA/PIC structure; DOL will provide some drafting clarity 

One/third State match ($1 State to $2 Fed). with State $ not usable to meet any other Federal 
match. States must meet TANF 80% MOE. 15% admin cap. 

Eligible individuals are: 

1. On welfare for 30 months; or 
2. Have less than one year before mandatory TANF termination; or 
3. Meet any two of the following four conditions (each to be defined by the Secretary): 

a. School dropout; 
b. Low skills; 
c. Less than 3 of the last 12 months in the labor force; 
d. Drug abuser. 

HHS (not DOL) receives .5 % of the annual appropriation for evaluation, developed in 
consultation with DOL. (On $3 billion, this is $ 150 million, which has to be a typo; must be 
.05%). 

State legislature must appropriate the grant to States; role not clear for grants to cities. 

Allowable activities: 
Job creation, through public or private sector wage subsidies; 
On-the-job training; 
Contracts with job placement companies or public job placement programs; 
Job vouchers; 
Job retention services or support services if not otherwise available. 

No performance bonuses. 

Message Sent To: 

Larry R. Matlack/OMB/EOP 
Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOP 
Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 
Kathryn B. Stack/OMB/EOP 
Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP 



Administration's Welfare to Work Jobs Challen~e Proposal 

Consistent with the budget agreement, this proposal would add $3.0 billion in capped 
mandatory spending to TANF for welfare-to-work in areas with high poverty and 
unemployment to help long-term recipients get and keep jobs. 

Funding: 

• Challenge grants would be awarded on a competitive basis to States, cities, and 
counties who have submitted applications for welfare to work programs for long 
term welfare recipients. Preference will be given to programs operating in areas 
with high poverty and unemployment rates. 

• 50% of funds would be earmarked for States, and 50% for cities and counties. At 
least 20 percent of the total would be provided as performance-based bonus grants 
to reward success in placing and retaining long-term recipients injobs. To apply, 
states must meet an 80 percent T ANF maintenance of effort. 

• Grants would be awarded by the Department of Labor in consultation with the 
Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. 

Allowable uses: 

• Private sector wage subsidies; 

• Contracts withjob placement companies or public job placement programs; 

• Job vouchers; 

• Job retention services; 

• Job creation in high unemployment areas and on Indian reservations. 

The program shall include strong assurances of nondisplacement and nondiscrimination. 

5/23/97 
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ID: f~AY 2S'9, 

Overview of Possible 
$3 Jlillioo Welfare· tn-Work Funding 

May 27, 1997 

12:20 No.OOS P.OI 

1. ~djYidQd amane .tates. [0 proportion to povert)', ulK!t11l'loYlnCm, number OIl I V -A. Stales 
would have up to 3 years to spend each year'8 allocation. 

2 .. !low dj.bul'l)OO withiv slales. Govemor~ must distribute: at leasl 8(1 pc:rcelll of their fund~ l{l 
political subdivi~i(lns within !heir stall: based on iI formula developed in collaboratIon wilh SUite: ] 
Human Resource Iovc:sllncJlt Councils. Poverty levels mU~1 be the most impoItant f~tor ill the 
formulll of every state; at reast half the weight of the formula must be pOVerty. Olller factors that 
Il,WelT1(ll"S may take into account include, but are not limlllld to, welfare use, long-tenn wl!lfarc 
dependency, and uDOmployment, AI their option, governors may distribute up 102.0 perCCnl of the 
~tall: allotment to projects, such lIS saulra!i .. m grllDts for deJlTessed are.a..~, that lJave nationwide or 
slAtewide .ignific;sncc. 

3. Slate administering ug"ncy. Puods must be administered through the state TANF agency but 
must he diotributed to and spending approved by the Private Imlustry Council- (and succe~or 
org8.lliz8lions) at the local level. 

4. WllBl slillC musl dp to Qualify: 
--80% MOE 
--1 for 2 Alate/tederal match (cannot he used for allY oth~r tederal match) 
-·submit plan as an amendment to their section 4(J'l stale plan 
-·&gree to evaluatiun 
_.) 5 % administrative cap 

8, Eligible indiYidual~. At least 80 percent of a slate's funds mu~t be spem on long-term recipients 
(18 Illofllhs or m(lre) and those with multiple harriers. 

9. EI'alu31ion set aside. The Secretary of /illS will receive funds equal to . S percent of the annual 
amount and develop her own evaluation plan. The evaluation plan InUSI he developed in 
eon.ultali(lJ) with the Se.:n:tary of Lahor. 

10. I'"liowable a!:tjyjJies: 
--Privata sector wage ~ubsidies; 
--On·th-joo training; 
-COJ1tract~ with job plat:emeiU companies or public job placemellt programs; 
--Job vouchers; 
·-Joh n:tention services. 

II. Sel-akjde for Indjans. 1% 

12. Penally. StdleS that fail 10 meet (he lemlS of (heir st.111: plan will be required 10 return all 
mIsspent fund~. 

rl3billioll 



,.-. 

Democratic Principles for a Welfare-to-Work Initiative 
May 28,1997 

Purposc.- The budget agreement provides a total of $3 hillion in capped ma.nd'ltol)( 
welfare-to-work initiative. These funds should be used only to expand 
low-skilled workers at high risk of reaching welfare time limits. 

Eligible participants.-- For this grant program, eligible 
TANF recipients who have had no significant work 
received cash assistance for more than 36 months, and 
search program under TANF without securing errlpl<)yl1 

Distribution of funds.- Grants should be awarded by 
with the Dcpartments ofHHS and HUD, to hoth ::ita·tew 
those proposing the most innovative and promising am:ir02Ichc:s 
hard to employ welfare recipients. A sub,staJ~tia. 
areas of a State with the highest cornbination 
without unnecessary duplication of effort 
of available funds should be reserved 
merit to thc cntity in the State re",on 
authority for that agency to COI'tr'l~ 
reallocated to qualified apl)hc'an~ 

of Labor. in consultation 
on the basis of merit to 

opportunities for 
awarded to those 

job shortage. 
grants. One percent 

funds should be awarded on 
work requirements. with 

Any unused funds should be 

Allo~vablc rornmunities should be permitted 10 offer 
subsidies to expand the supply of privatc 

onr,rolfit or public agencies dcsigned to address pressing 
~acement companies or public job placement 

·Clc.nUC)fl or support services for employment purposes. 
a'!!'!i:ur~IllC<:S of nondisplacement and nondiscrimination. 

of the funds should be set aside in later years tor 
to rcward placement and retention oflong-term TANF/AFDC 

be awarded to a State only if the Department ()fHealth and Human 
that (I) the State CIUUlot meet its T ANF work requirements without 

(2) total State spending on T ANF work activities in the prior fiscal year 
exceeded Statc spcnding on JOBS programs in fiscal year 1996; (3) the. Statc has met 100 percent 
of its maintenance-of-effort requirements under TANF; and (4) the State has the ability and 
resourccs to carry out the proposed project. 

J;\OCOI.TON\WPIWdfarc 97\Work priociples.wpd 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PRESIDENT'S WELFARE TO WORK INITIATIVE 
AND PROPOSALS TO CHANGE FOOD STAMPS AND 

BENEFITSFORLEGALI~GRANTS 

Cost of the Proposals 

Welfare to Work 
Initiatives 

Incentives for States 
and Cities 

. Welfare to Work Initiatives: $3.6 billion over 5 years 
Changes to Food Stamps and Benefits for Legal Immigrants: 
$17.9 billion over 5 years 
Health Care for SSI Children: $0.3 billion over 5 years 

The Welfare to Work proposal is a comprehensive approach to 
helping States and cities create new jobs and prepare individuals for 
them including a new, enhanced tax credit that provides employers 
with incentives to create new job opportunities for long term welfare 
recipients. 

Creates the Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. The Jobs Challenge, 
which will be administered by the Department of Labor, is designed 
to help States and cities move the harder to employ welfare recipients 
into lasting jobs by the year 2000. 

The proposal provides $3 billion in mandatory funding for job 
placement and job creation over three years. States and cities can use 
these funds to provide subsidies and other incentives to encourage 
private business to hire welfare recipients. States and cities will also 
have the option to encourage the growth of intermediaries as job 
readiness and job placement agents and may use voucher like 
arrangements, to empower individuals with the tools and choices to 
help them get jobs and keep them. 

Offers Better Access to Jobs and Training. An important element of 
moving people from welfare to work is assisting them to get to work. 
The FY98 budget provides $ 1 00 million for a new Access to Jobs 
and Training Initiative within the Department of Transportation. 
This new activity will offer Federal Transit Administration grants to 
states and local entities for new or modified transportation services 
that target low income individuals, including current welfare 
recipients. 

Expands Bridges to Work This comprehensive initiative also 
expands the Department of Housing and Urban Development's 
(HUD) Bridges to Work demonstration Project, which links low­
income people in central cities t~ job opportunities in surrounding 

J 



Access to Credit 

Incentives for 
Employers 

Restoring Fairness to 
the Federal Safety 
Net Programs 

Food Stamps 

suburban communities by providing services such as job placement, 
counseling and transportation. In addition, HUD will award new 
portable rental assistance to localities that link their housing 
assistance with their efforts to move welfare recipients to work. 

Increases the Community Development Financial Institutions Fund. 
The Administration proposes to increase the Community 
Development Financial Institutions Fund to $1 billion over the next 
five years thereby expanding the availability of credit, investment 
capital, financial services, and other development services in 
distressed urban and rural communities. 

Enhances the Work Opportunity Tax Credit. The Administration 
would provide further incentives to create new job opportunities for 
long-term welfare recipients by enriching the current Work 
Opportunity Tax Credit (WorC) for this group. This enhanced 
credit focuses on those who need the most help -- long term welfare 
recipients. The new credit would let employers claim a 50% credit 
on the first $10,000 a year of wages, for up to two years, for workers 
they hire who were once long term welfare recipients. In addition, the 
existing worc would be expanded to include able bodied childless 
adults aged IS-50 who are subject to a rigorous work requirement 
under the Administration's food stamp legislative proposal. 

~
ral provisions in last year's Personal Responsibility and Work 

Oppo unities Act have nothing to do with the goals of welfare 
reform -- moving people from welfare to work. Rather, they were 
misguided ~ in Federal support to vulnerable populations, 
including the elderly and people with disabilities. . 

Creates and Fun~eal Food Stamp Work Requirement. The 
President proposes a re~'and tough work requirement without 
arbitrary cuts-offs for able-bodied childless adults between the ages 

"-
of IS and 50. The welfare bill's harsh and unreasonable time limit of 
3 months in 36 cuts off people who~t to work but can't fmdjobs. 
Under this proposal, those who refused to'~rk or refused to take 
advantage of a work opportunity would face ugh new penalities. 
This policy would encourage work while givin those out of work 
the transitory help they need to get back on their f~ New funding 
and a wage supplementation option are expected to expand the 
number of work slots available to this group by 3S0,060~er five 
years. '. ~ 





106 THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998 

Chart7-l. WELFARE ROLLS DECLINED AS THE ECONOMY IMPROVED 
AND AS STATES EXPERIMENTED WITH WELFARE INNOVATIONS 
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nizes that State welfare systems need an 
incentive to focus on the central goal of 
moving people from welfare to work. Con­
sequently, the law provides $800 million 
in performance bonuses by the year 2002 
to reward States that best achieve that 
goal. 

Moving From Welfare to Work 

To help welfare recipients move from welfare 
to work, and to help communities help them 
do so, the President proposes two new initia­
tives: 

• a performance-based Welfare-To-Work 
Jobs Challenge to help States and cities 
create job opportunities for the hardest­
to-employ welfare recipients; and 

• a greatly-enhanced and targeted Work Op­
portunity Tax Credit (WOTC) to provide 
powerful new, private-sector financial in­
centives to create jobs for long-term wel­
fare recipients. 

- , 

NOV·94 SEP-96 

Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge: The 
Jobs Challenge is designed to help States and 
cities move a milJion of the hardest-to-employ 
welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 
2000. It provides $3 billion in mandatory fund­
ing for job placement and job creation. States 
and cities can use these funds to provide sub­
sidies and other incentives to private business. 
The Federal Government also will encourage 
States and cities to use voucher-like arrange­
ments to empower individuals with the tools 
and choices to help them get jobs and keep 
them. 

Work Opportunity Tax Credit: For StJ~te8, 
and cities, T ANF and the Jobs Challenge 
vide new resources to create jobs and pr,ep1u! 
individuals for them. For employers, the 
et proposes incentives to create new job. 
tunities for long-term welfare recipients . 
budget would first create a 
credit that focuses on those who 
help-long-term welfare recipients. 
credit would let employers claim a 
credit on the first $10,000 a year 
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for up to two years, for workers they hire who 
were long-term welfare recipients. In addition, 
the budget expands the existing WOTC tax 
credit by including able-bodied childless adults 
aged 18 to 50 who, under the Administration's 
Food Stamp proposal, would face a more rigor­
ous work requirement in order to continue re­
ceiving Food Stamps. These changes to the 
credit would cost $552 million from 1998 to 
2002. 

Additional Support: The budget also pro­
poses additional support to help move people 
from welfare to work. 

• Transportation: The budget proposes to ex­
pand programs that will transport thou­
sands of welfare recipients to jobs and 
training. It provides $100 million for a 
new Access to Jobs and Training initiative 
in the Transportation Department. The 
Administration also will propose legisla­
tion to offer grants to States and local en­
tities for new or modified transportation 
services that ensure access to work for 
low-income individuals, especially current 
welfare recipients. 

• Housing: The budget proposes $10 million 
to expand the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development's (HUD) Bridges-to­
Work demonstration project, which links 
low-income people in central cities to job 
opportunities in surrounding suburbs. In 
addition, HUD will award new portable 
rental assistance to localities that link 
their housing assistance with their efforts 
to move welfare recipients to work. 

• Adult Education: The budget proposes to 
increase funding by more than 50 percent 
over the 1996 level for basic skill, high 
school equivalency, and English classes for 
disadvantaged adults-helping to meet de­
mands for literacy training stimulated by 
last year's welfare and immigration re­
forms. 

• Community Deuelopment: The budget also 
proposes to expand the Community Devel­
opment Financial Institutions Fund, there­
by expanding the availability of credit, in­
vestment capital, financial services, and 
other development services in distressed 
urban and rural communities. (For more 
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information about the Fund, see Chapter 
6,) 

Helping To Make Work Pay 

Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC): As an 
important component of helping people move 
from welfare to work, the Federal Government 
can help ensure that those who work can sup­
port their children. The EITC, a 20-year-old 
Federal program, supplements earnings to 
meet this goal. In 1993, the President pro­
posed, and Congress enacted, legislation to 
substantially expand the EITC, helping 40 mil­
lion Americans in 15 million lower-income 
working families (see Chart 7-2). The welfare 
law maintains these gains for hard-working, 
low-income families. 

Minimum Wage: President Clinton consist­
ently supported an increase in the minimum 
wage for all low-wage earners. Before he took 
office, the last increase came in 1991. Due to 
inflation, the minimum wage shrank in value 
by 13 percent from 1991 to 1996. As a result, 
Congress responded to the President's request 
last year by raising the minimum wage from 
$4.25 to $5.15 an hour over two years-in two 
steps. The first step of 50 cents went into ef­
fect in October 1996; the second step of 40 
cents will occur in October 1997. 

This 90-cent rise means over $1,800 a 
year in higher earnings for full-time, full­
year minimum wage workers, who previously 
earned less than $9,000 a year. By October 
1997, nearly 10 million working Americans 
will have received an immediate pay raise. 
Millions of other low-wage workers making 
slightly more than the new minimum also 
may benefit if employers raise their paychecks 
in step with the minimum wage increase­
as employers have done in the past. 

PrOf~g the Most Vulnerable 

Several ~isions in last year's Personal 
Responsibility and'w~ Opportunity Act have 
nothing to do with the goals of welfare 
reform-moving people fr.;m welfare to work. 
Rather, they were misguided ts in Federal 
support to vulnerable populatio , including 
the elderly, children, and people w disabil­
ities. To address them, the President oposes 
to better protect children, people with .~, 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Diana FortunalOPD/EOP, Gene B. Sperling/OPD/EOP, Janet Murguia/WHO/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: DOL report on Today's WTW large meeting on the Hill 

My staff's pick up from Kamela, who works for Palast. 
---------------------- Forwarded by Barry White/OMB/EOP on 05/30/97 01 :46 PM --.. -----.. ------------------

Maureen H. Walsh 
05/30/97 12:43:08 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: Joseph M. Wire/OMB/EOP 
Subject: Today's WTW meeting on the Hill 

I just spoke with Bill Kamela about the meeting. He told me: 

* Gary Fisher. Works for Ballenger and Fawell on the House Education committee. He's been 
around a long time; is a mover and shaker on the ED committee. However, his influence over WTW 
policy probably is not strong. Fisher advocates formula over competitive grants because he 
believes the latter preclude the money going through the workforce development system. He did 
not [cannot!] substantiate this assertion. 

The following is based on Kamela's gut feelings (he attended both meetings this morning on 
the Hill). 

* Responsible Federal agency. House Republicans will give DOL the money. 

* City-State split, While they discussed an 80-20 split, Bill's best guess is that R's will endorse 
70% formula grants to cities; 30% competitive grants to States, R's are uncomfortable with the 
Secretary doling out the competitive grants. Instead, they probably will give this authority to 
Governors. 

* Performance bonuses. R's aren't too enamored with this aspect of WTW. If there is a 
performance pot, it probably would be permissible in the 30% competitive grants. 

* Timing. Bill thinks W&M will have a draft on Monday or Tuesday. The subcommittee will mark 
up on Friday, June 6th. Full committee markup will occur the following week. Archer wants to 
move a bill quickly to preclude groups from organizing opposition and taking pot shots. 





.. '. PRESIDENT CLINTON'S WELFARE-TO-WORK JOBS CHALLENGE 
Providillg Opponunuy For At(. De'!."'nding Responsibility From All 

"This is not the end of welfare reform. this is rhe beginning. And we have [0 all 
assume respdm·ibiliry. Now tlUll we are saying wilh (his bill we expecl work. 

we hm/e to make sure .the people have a chance [0 go [0 work . .. 
- President Bill Clinton 

.; 

PRESIDENT CLINTON BEGINS THE PROCESS OF MOVING PEOPLE FROM 
WELFARE TO WORK. The goal of welfare reform is to move people from welfare to work. 
and President Clinton is ·commined to ensuring that there arejob opportunities .for welfare 
recipients. President Clinton is proposing a Welfare-To-Work Jobs Challenge -a three-pronged 
$3.4 biIlion initiative to create job opportunities for the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients. This 
i!:rltiative is fully paid for with the elimination of cotpOtate subsidies: not one penny of this 
challenge is paid for with savings from welfare reform. The three components of the Welfare-To­
Work Jobs Challenge. are: 

1. TARGETED WELFARE-TO·WORK TAX CREDIT. Building off of the Work 
Opponunity Tax Credit (WOTC) - signed intO law by President Clinton on August 20. 1996 -
- President Clinton proposes a targeted Welfare-To-Work Tax Credil[O create new job 
opportunities for long-term welfare recipientS. This proposal costs $383 million. 

• New Tax Crell;it To Help Mov~ People From Welfare To Work. The targeted Welfare­
to-Work Tax Credit would enable employers to claint a 50 percent credit on the frrst 
·$10.000 of wages for long-term welfare recipients. claim this tax credit for up to two 
years, and treat employer-p.rovided education and training assistance~ health care, and 
dependent care spending as wages. 

• Expanded Wock Oppo~ty Tax Credit. The Work Opponunity Tax Credit -- which 
is cllIICntly funded through the end of September 1997 -- would be expanded to include 
adults age 18 to 50 who arc no longer eligible for food stamps because they did not satisfy 
the work requirements under the welfare reform bill. 

2. TAX INCENTIVES TO INCREASE INVESTMENT IN DISTRESSED.AREAS. 
President Clinton has a comprehensive strategy to increase investment in distressed 
communities. Today, President Clinton expands on his strategy to propose a new tax credit to 
investors in qualified community fmancial institutions and venture capital funds. 

• CDFI Initiative. The Community Development Banking and Financial Institutions Act of 
1994 created a Federal CDFI Fund to p.rovide grants. loans, and technical assistance to 

. qualifying lenders. Today. President Clinton proposes to provide nonrefundable tax 
credits [0 equity invcscors in qualified CDFIs. This proposal will cost $48 million between 
FY 97 and FY 2002. Currently, the CDF! Fund has $45 million in assistance [0 provide 
to various qualified instirutions. President Clinton's' balanced budget proposes co expand 
the CDFI Fund to $125 million next year, and continue to increase it each year thereafter. 
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• Empowerment ZoneslEnterprise Communities. In his curreiu balanced budget, President Clinton 
proposed ·a second round of Empowerment Zones (EZs)/Enterprise Communities (ECs) that would 
designate 20 additional EZs (15 urban, 5 lUrai er Indian nation) and 80 ECs (50 urban. 30 rural or 
Indian nation). For EZs, the Feder:1l goverrunent provides tax benefits for businesses that set up 
shop. and grants to communiry groups for job training. day care. and other purposes. For Bes. 
the Government provides grants to community groups for the same array of pUIpOses. EZs and 
ECs both can apply for waivers from Federal regulatiOns. enabling them to bener address their 
loea! needs. 

• Browntields Initiative. Yesterday. the President called for an expansion of the Brownfields 
initiativc. by increasing EPA grams to communities for siie assessment...and redevelopment planning. 
and supPOrt for revolving loans to finance brownfields cleanup efforts at the 10ca1level~ In his 
1996 State of the Union. President Clinton challenged Congress to enact a Brownfields tax 
incentive which would provide incentives to businesses to clean up abandoned. contaminated 
industrial propenies in distressed communities. . 

3. WELFARE-TO-WORK JOBS INITIATIVE. President Clinton's Welfare-to-Work Jobs Initiative is 
designed to help communities move one million of the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients into jobs by 
the year 2000. This proposal will COSt $3 billion over three years. 

• TargetiDg Long·Tenn Recipients. Funds will be targeted to areas with the basis of hard·to­
employ welfare recipients. Funds will flow through state goverriments. but the proportionate share 
oC the funds will flow automatically ro the 100-150 cities - and where appropriate couniies - with 
the largest number of long-tenn welfare recipients. These cities (and counties) would be required 
to coordinate their plans with. the State.~. States Will receive and directly administer funds Cor alI 
other cities and localities. 

• Flexibility. The emphasis of this initiativc is to provide assis~ce to help create new job 
opportunities in the privare and non-profit sectors for long-term welfare recipienrs. State and 
localities. however .. would be granted maximlui:t fIexJbUlry to develop job crealion strategies -
including. where appropriate. in the public-sector. There will be strict anti-<iisplacelllent prOvisions 
and all jobs would be covered by the Fair Labor Standards Act and all other relevant labor laws. 

• Performance and Accountability. This initiative will only provide full funding upon a showing of 
successful placements of the target population into jobs lasting at least nine months. The funds . 
used by states and localities would go to assist employers - who would also be eligible for using 
the targeted Welfare-to-Work Tax Credit.:. to create lasting job opportunities for Inng-term welfare 
recipients. And the states or localities. working with employers. would have to show that for each 
$3,000 they receive one long-term welfare recipient is being placed in a new job that lasts at least 
nine months. To ensure accountability. 25 percent of the funds will be withheld urniltherc is a 
substantial showing that the new job opportunities promised are being delivered. 

• Building On What Works. This initiative relies on proven job creatiOn/job placement models. 
such as the San Jose Center [or Employment and Training (CET). which provides highly strucrured 
basic education, skill training and work experience leading 10 job placement in thc pdvare sector; 
America Works. a successful private job placement firm for hard-to-place recipients in New York. 
Indiana, and Connecticut; and the welfare-to-work program in Riverside. California. which 
provides intensive job search and private sector job placement to move recipients intO jobs as 
quicldy as possible. Local communities could also focus on crealing jobs through cleaning up the 
environment such as under Brownfields programs and rtbuilding communities through housing 
redevelopmem programs such as YouthBuild. or expanding child care opporrunities so there are 
new jobs for welfare recipients and a place for their children if they find other work. 
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THE TARGETED WELFARE-TO-WORK TAX CREDIT 

TARGETED WELFARE-TO-WORK TAX CREDIT -- EXPANDING NEW JOB 
OPPORTIINrnES; . Building off of the Work OPportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) -- signed into 
law by President Clinton on August 20, 1996 -- President Clinton proposes a targeted Welfare­
To-Work TII.,( Credit to create new job opportunities for those on welfare for at least 18 months. 

• A $5,000 Tax Credit For Businesses That Create New Jobs For The Hardest-To-Employ 
Welfare Recipients. The targeted Welfare-to-Work Tax Credit would enable employers to 
claim a 50 percent credit on the first S10,OOO of animal wages paid to long-term welfare 
recipients. The business could claim this tax credit for up to twO ycars, and would be able to 
treat education and training assistance, health care, and dependent care expendimres as eligible 
wages. 

• Long-term welfare recipients are defined as (1) members of families that bilve received 
family assistance (AFDC or its successor program) for at leaSt 18 consecutive months 
cnding on the hiring date; (2) members of families that have received family assistance 
for at least 18 months after the date of enactment and who are ·hired within two years of 
the time the 18-month total is reached; and (3) members of families who are no longer 
eligible for family assistance because of Federal or state time limits and who are hired 
within two years of the date thaL they become ineligible for family assisran(;e. 

• President Clinton Proposes To Expand The Work Opportunity Tax Credit. When 
President Clinton signed the minimum wage increase into law, he also signed into law a 
reformed tax credit [0 encourage businesses to hire economically disadvantaged workers - the 
Work OpportUnity Tax Credit. President Clinton proposes to expand this tax credit to adults 
age 18 to 50 who are no longer eligible for food stamps under the new welfare reform bill. 

• The Work Opportunity Tax Credit. The Work Opponunity Tax Credit will enable 
employers to claim a 35 percent credit on up to $6,000 of first-year wages paid to a 
qualifying individual. This credit is effective October 1. 1996 and expires on September 
30, 1997. Members of families receiving welfare assistance for more than 9 inonths; 
qualified veterans; qualified ex-felons; 18-24 year olds' who live in an Empowerment 
Zone or Enterprise Community; vocational rehabilitation referrals; qualified food stamp 
recipient who are 18 to 24 years old and a member of a family receiving food SLamps 
for a six-month period; and qualified summer youth employees. 

• President Clinton Proposes To Expand The Work Opportunity Tax Credit -- To 
Create More Opportunity And More Jobs. President Clinton's proposal would 
expand the Work Opportunity Tax Credit to include adults age 18 La 50 who are no 
longer eligible for food stamps because they did not satisry the. minimum work 
requiremenls under the Welfare Reform Act of 1996. 



, , TAX INCENTIVES FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S CDFI INVESTMENT INITIATIVE 

PRESIDENT CLINTON ANNOUNCES NEW TAX INCENTIVES TO INCREASE lNVESTMENTIN 
DISTRESSED AREAS. In his current balanced budget, President Clinton proposes to more than double 
than me current Community.Development FiDancial Institution (CDFI) Fund. Today, President Clinton 
announces a new tax' credit to investors who are investing in community development institutions'and 
,venture capital" funds. These initiatives - along with lhe second round of Empowerment Zones and , 
Enterprise Communities and President Clinton' 5 Brownfields initiative -- should help leverage billions of 
dollars of private-sector invesunent in community development and distressed areas . 

. , 
• Expand The CDFI FUDd to 5125 MilliOD Next Year. Currently, me CDFI Fund has allocated $45 

million in ,a..'lSistance to qualified eom,munity deyelopmeDt institutions, even though it received 
applications for over $300 million this year. Now, President Clinton proposes to nearly triple the 
CDFI Fund next vear. increasing it to $125 million as part of the FY 1997 Budge,t. 

• Create Tax Incentives to Increase IDvestment in Distressed Areas. This initiative will provide 
$100 milI.ion in nonrefundable tax credits that, would be made available to thc CDFI fund to be 
allocated among equity investors in community development banks and venture capital funds .. 

Allocation. The allocation of credits would be determined by the CDFI Fund using a competitive 
process. similar to the one used 10 allocate the $45 million in assistance, The maxim~ amount 0; 

credit allocable to a particular investment would be 25% of the amount invested, though a lower 
percentage could be negotiated. The full credit would be available the year the investment is mad, 

How Does It Work? The investor's tax basis in the equity interest would 'then be reduced by the 
amount of the credit -- having the. effect of increasing any capital gain, or reducmg any capital 
loss -- in the cvent the investor sells the interest in the CDFI. In order to ensure long-term 
investments, the credit would be recaptured if the investment is sold or redeemed within 5 years. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S CDFI INITIATIVE IS DESIGNED TO EXPAND THE AVAILABILITY 
OF CREDIT, INVESTMENT CAPITAL, AND FINANCIAL AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES IN DISTRESSED URBAN AND RURAL COMMUNITIES_ 

• Thc President's historie refolDl of the Community Reinvestment Act has already focussed the nation's major 
banks ,and thrifts on perfolDlanee rather than paperwork and thereby unleashed billions of dollars in private 
capital to help rebuild low and moderate-income communities throughout me COUlltIy. 

• In 1994, President Clinton signed the Community Development Banking & Financial Institutions Act 
which created the CDFI Fund. The Fund is designed ro expand the availability of credit, investment 
capital, financial services, and oilier development services in distressed urban and rural communities. The 
CDFr Fund provides grants, loans. and technical assistance to qualifying financial institutions. 

• 'CDFIs include a wide range of financial institutions -- community development banks, and venture capiu 
funds, community development credit unions, eommunity development loan funds. and microenteIprise 
loan funds. CDFIs provide such services as'mortgages for first-time home buyers, commercial loans and 
investments to stan or expand small businesses, loans to rehabilitate rental housing, and basic fmanciaI 
services. 

• In July, out of nearly 270 applications, 31 eommunity development organizations were chosen to receive 
$35.5 million in fmancial and technical assistance. These funds arc expected to leverage at least $350 
million in private lending and investment in'distressed communities. 



.'. " 

WELFARE-TO-WORK SUCCESS STORIES 

..... 
.~.. ....... ... ,,~,.' 
... :., .~ .. 

• Founded in 1968", the Center for Employment Training. (CET) provides' 3-6 months'of 
occupational skilllr.urung [0 diSadvantaged adults and youth. 

• Two separare studies have confumcd that eEr dramatically raises participants earnings -
the Minority Female Single Parent demonstrdlion, conducred by Mathematica Policy Research 
and the JOBSTART demonsttation, conducted by.the Manpower Demonstration Research 
Corporation (MDRC). 

• The Mathematica study conclud~ tha:t by the tourth quarter after program entry, 
CET had large posilive impacls on the proportion of participants who were 
working. their monthly earnings, and their hOllrly wages. Five years after . 
beginning the program, women who had enrolled in the program earned 16% 
more [han a control group. 

• The MDRC study concluded that CET's impacts on earnings lOla/cd marc than 
$6, 000 in the final two years of follOW-lip. lGeor;. (;avc el &1_ "JobSllUt: ~inoj RcOCIl on. 
Program tOr HiGh Scbool Drop"u"'" MORe, Oc:t. 1993.J 

• CET is exceptional in its strong tics to thc private sector; Instructors all have private sector 
experience in the fields they are teaching; training is conducted as if it were a private sector 
workplace; and all training is geared toward private sector placement An industrial advisory 
board consisting of area employers is set up to assist in thc selection of skills in which 
training will be offered and review curricula. 

• Training is in medium-paying technical jobs such ~ shipping and receiving, building maintenance 
. and automated office work. Participants· slllrt occupational training immediately on entering the 
program. Since then:: are no entry requirements, some CET entrants have difficulty with reading 
or marh.. They receive individual assistance in conjunction with their occupational skills mUnin&, 

• Recanse of its strong record, CET has b<xome the model for the Department of Labor's efforts to 
restruc[Ure job training programs for ollt-<lf-sehool youth. Currently, CET has been replicated . 
with the Department's support in [en cities across the country (New Haven, CT; Chicago, IL; 
Baltimore. MD; Piedmont. NC; Orlando and Ft Lauderdale, FL; Newark and Camdcn, Nl; 
Newport News, VA; and New York, NY). Replication will soon begin in five other cities. 

Contact: Max Martinez 
800-53 3-2514, 408-287-7924 
701 Vine Street 
San Jose. California 9511 0 



.' . 

• Participants in the Riverside GAIN program - long-term welfare recipients - increased their 
annual earnings by oller 40%, according JO a srudy by the Manpower Demonstration 
Research Corporation. The program rerumed $2.84 for every dollar spent on it. {James IU='" ill .. 

'GAIN: Ikn<:fits. Costs ond 3·yw Imp..,. of. Wclfan:"",Wor\: I'rognrn.' MORe. 1994.1 

~ Kcy factorg in Riverside's success include a strong emphasis on flJlding 
employment, a balancc between basic education and job search assistance, and 

. sufficient resources and community ruppon to extend participation to all eligible 
welfare recipients. 

• While Riverside Was the most successful program, the five other California GAIN 
program sites studied also produced gains in earnings and employment for long term 
welfare recipients, although they results were more modest. 

o Riverside is a large county in southern California encompassing both urban and nuaI areas, The 
progrcun enroUs a broad cross-section of the county's welfare population. Over 60 pelCent of 
enrollees .are in need of basic educarion. Most arc minoritics. 

o Riverside emphasizes job placement In part this is achieved by assigning case managers job 
placement standards. Supervisory units and district officcs arc assigned job placement goals 
as well, culminating in a county wide goal. Job placement effectiveness is an imponant factor 
in staff evaluations. 

Contact: 

~,:. .. 
". 

0 

• 

Larry Townsend 
County Welfare Director 
909-275-3300 (GAIN) 
909·358·3000 

. '. · •. WOMEN'S;SEi~·EMP.LOmNT::FtJNn'cWSF:Py··'::Cii~g?~~IL .. ,,' .. ":;;~-:::. ..... ~~ 
.>~~'",:~:""":~.", , 
...... ~'!:~::~ ... , .. ;:. 

The Women's Self-Employment Fund (WSEP) is a non-protit tinancial services and . . 
entrepreneurial training program that helps low and moderate·income women become 
economically independent through self-employment. 

WSEP offers women twelve weeks of enttepreneurial tr"dining during which they must produce 
a realistic business plan to begin a small or micro business, also called a microenterprise. 
Following training. the "graduates" have access to a revolving loan fund offering $100 to 
$25,000 in capital to aclllally begin their micro businesses. Women's welfare benefits are not 
reduced until they earn enough money from !heir business to move off of welfare. The fund 
has distributed over $1 million in sinalL short-term loans and provided busin~ss tools and 
infonnation to. over 5,000 women. 

Goodwill Job Connection Success Stories 

.. Arina Gilyard. a mother of three, was on welfare for five years . With aaining and a loan from 
WSEP, she started and now operates Child Care Crew. a successful day care center across the hall 
from her current residence. She now earns over $40.000 a year. 

~ Desiree Stewart also moved off of welfare with the help of the WSEP. After successfully 
'completing the WSEP enlrepr<:neurial training program. she received a loan to start her own hair 
salon. She now owns and operates Desiree SteWart Hair Systems in Chicago, IL and has hired three 
additional employees. 



• America Works is a for-profit placement and support organization that has placed mort: 
than 10,000 welfare recipients in full-time private sector jobs. Recipients are placed in 
permanent jobs. at an average wage of $16,000 per year, including health benefits. . 

• .'\merica Works typically charges a s~te about $5,400 per placement, and is paid in full 
only once a recipient is placed and remains in an unsubsidized job for seven months. The 
state of New York found that 81 percent of those placed by America Works are still off 
the rolls after two yealS. 

• Prof.'s Steven Cohen and William Eimicke of Columbia University confirmed the program's 
effectiveness in their study, "Assessing the Cost Effi.:ctiVeness of Welfure to Work Prognuns: 
A Comparison of America Works and Other Job Training Partner.;hip Act Programs". 

America Works Success Stories 

~ Valerie Smith, a morher of one who had been on welfan: for over 10· years was placed by America 
Works in a full-time job with health benefiL~ a1 ARAMARK, a national food services company based in 
Philadelphia. She makes $8.50 an hour as a floor supervisor and has been worlcing sma: SepL 1994. 

~ Patricia Hines, a mother of six who was on welfare for 17 ycaIS, now works ar a full-time job with 
health benefits a1 COlllstOCk, a SCIrt-up finance fllID in New Yorlc. She began working in 1995 as a data 
entty clerk for $6.75 an hour. After several rAises, she now earns SI7,ooo a year plus an annual bonus. 

~ Janice McPher.;on (who asks that her last l\3I1le not be used), a welfare mother with one child who had 
never worked before, was placed by America Works in a full-time job with health benefits at Rosenman 
& Colin Law Fiml in NeW York. Janice, who staru:d as a mail clerk at Rosenman & Colin, has worked 
there for seven Years and now runs the supply room for an annual salary of $17,914. 

• Founded in 1987, the Goodwill Job Connection offer.; job placement and support services 
to chronically unemployed members of the Sarasota and Lafayene communities. 

• The Goodwill Job Connection spends about $1,500 per job placement. In its nine years, it 
has placed mOI'e than 1,000 people in jobs. Goodwill works to build relationships with 
local employers and, after providing its clients with basic job readiness and on-the-job 
work skills, places them permanently into unsubsidized jobs and offers follow-up support 
to make sure they stay employed.. 

Goodwill Job Connection Success Stories 

~ Mary BIO\'11, a mother of four, had received welfare on and off for years. After rcceiving basic job 
readiness and some on-the-job IrAiJling, she was placed full·time (wilh benefirs) as the head housekeeper 
for The Coun.yard Retirement Center m Bradenton, Florida. She has been working there for 18 monlhs. 

~ In 1993, Maria Valesquez, a mother of one, lost her job to downsizing and ended up on welfare. She 
searched unsuccessfully for full-time work for two years before joining the Goodwill prognun. Now, she 
has a fulJ.rinle job with benefitS as a sales associate with Target in Bradenton, Florida. 

• Norma Davenport, " recovering drug addict and mother of four, had been jobless and on and off welfare 
for years. She went to the Goodwill program as a last reson and fOWld the skills and motivation to find 
work. She was placed as a full·time receptionist a1 the Manatee Opportunity Council in Manatee., 
Florida. After a year, she was promoted to outn:aCh worker. She now works 40 hours a week at $8.00 
an hour and receives full benefits. She credits GoodwiU for helping put her on the right trac~ 
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Immigration, Nut~iti~~'~sistance an':fWork "', ...... ~ ......... ' ................... --_...... . .. ; . 

(oudllY inCl'eases III bllUons of doll au) .... \ 
. S-Year IO-Year 

' ... ) 

1998 1999 2000 200L 2002 Spending Spending 

Immigrants 2.2 2.1 2.0 t.6 1.6 9.7 16.5 
... Nutrition Assistance 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.5 3.1 

Welfare to Work 0.7 0.7 1.0 • 0.6 --- 3.0 3.0 
Total 3.2 3.3 3.4 2.5 2.0 14.2 22.5 

. I 

~~ft . I ; 
• Eligibility for legal immigrants. Restore SSl anrl Medicaid eligibility for all disabled legal immigrantS who are or become disabled and 0cl15 ~~; 

who entered the U.S. prior to A. ugust 23, 19,9~; Those disablcd legal immigr~ who entered the U.S. after August 22, 1996, and are on 9 -'. J 
the rolls before June I, 1997 sball not be re{novcd. . . . . 2. 

. ! !. . .. . (lew fi1tramr? 
• Refugees and lISyleg. Lengthen the ClCemj" . bn for refugees and asylces from the first 5 years in the ~untry· to .7. years in order to provide . I 

SST ~d Medicaid.· . ' . '.' 
~ .. .'. '. . . . 
. . , 

Nutrition Assistance -: 
I '1 , 

• Redirect existing food !tamps employmenrbid training funds and add$7S0 million In new capped mandatory funding to create additional 
lVork slots for individuals subject 10 the ~e ,limits. ' 

I . 
• Pennit States 10 exempt 15 percenl of the individuals who would lose benefits because of the time limits (beyond the CUlTent waiver 

policy), at e. total cost ofSO.S billion. ' . 

Welfare to Work 

• Add $3:0 biliio~i~~apped inBridatoIy spending thro h2001 to TANF, aIlocatedt~ S~~~~()ug!!.afonnula a!!d largeted within a State 
to areas \vilh poverty and unemployment rates at Ie 2 reent higher than the State average. A shiiierif fWidswoUldgo to 
cities/counties with large poverty populations cOlllD1e· urate Wl e s are a ong·term welfare recipicnts in those jurisdictions. . I . . . 

05/16/97. 10:55 AM' .' . fn/~' tbj)GH~2.· . .' 

-

..... 
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~ Diana Fortuna 
05/29/97 07:37:44 PM 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Record Type: Record 

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, cynthiaric. @ thinline.com @ inet 

cc: 
Subject: talked to Emil P. 

He says he never ran any state numbers on how well targeted the" 20% above the state average 
for unemployment and poverty" is. He said it was just common sense that if a state unemployment 
rate is 5%, a 20% increase is just 6% -- not that much higher. 



!=++IT' 
t~t+'~L,,> Bruce N. Reed }::T' ".m 05/23/97 06:33:02 PM 
, 
Record Type: Record 

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Re: Welfare-to-Work 

•. ---.-.--••. --------- Forwarded by Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP on 05/23/97 06:38 PM --------------------.------

~'" t1-+;L Bruce N. Reed 
l ",' ~ 05/23/97 06: 17:50 PM r 
Record Type: Record 

To: Ron Klain/OVP @ OVP 

cc: 
Subject: Re: Welfare·to·Work Wll 

I talked to Archer and told him where we were, how hard we were trying to make good on the 
Pres's commitment, how we were trying to structure this like empowerment zones, etc. I think 
he'll be OK. He would prefer a 60-40 split like CDBG rather than 50-50·- but as I tried to explain 
to him, in CDBG the states don't have to spend any of their 40 in cities, whereas in our proposal 
the states have to spend all of their $ in areas wit m 10 ment and over a 20% above 
t .. 8 state average -- which is going to mean a good chunk goes to cities 

I think I'll have Andrew talk to him too (and Rendell, who's making them all nervous) -- and I'll call 
him again soon. Archer did say he would be happy to unleash the mayors on Capitol Hill, which I 
told him would be a very good idea. In any case, he said he was working hard on 1998 and laying 
the groundwork for the VP in 2000, so I think you're doing fine. 



R=f.IT'" 
tt'!L~ Bruce N. Reed f:'T' ".,~ OS/23/9704:22:59 PM , 
Record Type: Record 

To: Ron Klain/OVP @ OVP 

cc: Gene B. Sperling/OPD/EOP 
Subject: Re: Welfare-to-Work Il!;j 

I've been working with Andrew Cuomo and Gerry Shea on the design, and they think what we're 
proposing is a good deal for the cities. I'll e-mail it to you. The basic notion is to structure this $3 
billion like the empowerment zones, awarded by DOL in consultation with HUD and HHS (AFSCME 
insisted that we at least try to get DOL as the lead agency, even though the budget agmt has the 
money as a TANF (HHS) set-aside). The cities (and urban counties) get 50%, the states get the 
other 50% -- but all the money has to be spent in areas with unemployment and poverty 20% 
above state average, so the states will end up spending a good chunk of their share in cities. 

This arrangement should compare favorably to the two Democratic proposals already up there -- a 
Stenholm bill that gives states 70% and cities and rural areas 20%, and a Daschle proposal that 
sends all the money to the states to pass through to areas with above avg unemployment and 
poverty, and pass through another portion to the 2 largest cities in the state. Andrew says cities 
don't like state pass-throughs, and picking the 2 largest cities in each state (obviously a Senate 
formula) is great for Boise and Pierre, but a very bad deal for Oakland and Gary, Indiana. 

When Gene outlined this proposal in the campaign, he always described it as 50-50 -- and when an 
interagency group led by OMB tried to flesh it out last fall, they noted that two-thirds of the poor 
people we're trying to reach with this initiative live outside the cities. 

Andrew has promised to start selling this to mayors. Organized labor is very happy. (The 
governors continue to think we're nuts.) I'll also put a call into Mayor Archer this afternoon; he 
tried to reach POTUS earlier today. 

In the off-chance our proposal actually passes this way, Andrew and I thought the real decisions 
would be made through the Enterprise Board, so you would have a big say in making sure the cities 
get what they need. 
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Additional Weekly Item 
Cynthia Rice 
May 23, 1997 

Welfare to Work Jobs Challen 
As you know, in the budget egotiations we succeeded in obtaining the full $3 
billion for welfare to work This week, we held a series of discussions with 
Secretaries Shalala, Herman, and Cuomo about what guidance to provide 

Congressional cO~ittees~ho will begin drafting legislation soon. T~e uid~e 
we've dreloped i consist nt witVaur lo~-standing goals to P9vide f nds r l 
work f.or long-te recipi~ ts in lIi'9h une0ployment/l)i'gh povertY area and 0 m1e 
funds available to cities and counties who want to run work programs. 

The basic structure is like the empowerment zones -- grants would be awarded on a 
competitive basis by the Department of Labor in consultation with HUD and HHS. 
50% of these "challenge grant" funds would be awarded to states and 50% to 
cities and counties, based on their proposed welfare to work programs for 
long-term recipients. Funds could be used for private sector wage subsidies; 
contracts with job placement companies or public job placement programs; job 
vouchers; job retention services; and job creation in high unemployment areas and 

on Indian reservations. So-50 <;,\",~ .. ~L~~r. t\'\" I . 

. ~ ~~-
Some maY8rs R'lay 88 lJRl:laf:lf:lY that 100% of flJOds Wol lido't go t~=iesi ~y{tnis V"l''fS'~ 
proposal is consistent with our description during the Campaign~asik:t~ ~e~; alld ;;:s..-. 

state prog 1 al ~ Wh ile much of the mo;:;-:t-~vv~'~S~i~b~le~Sw~e~lfia~r;e;d~e~e~n~d~e~n~c~~is~i n~t:th~e~c~it~ie::.:s:.!:'-L.I"::..rv.n._\_on __ ~,/" 
two thirds of poor l3eeple live outside ~Ttie:6 
9'.'ailaele for tReFlI tee. 
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Administration's Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge Proposal 

Consistent with the budget agreement, this proposal would add $3.0 billion 
in capped mandatory spending to TANF for welfare-to-work in areas with 
high poverty and unemployment to help long-term recipients get and keep 
jobs. 

Funding: 

• Challenge grants would be awarded on a competitive basis to States, 
cities, and counties who have submitted applications for welfare to 
work programs for long term welfare recipients. Preference will be 
given to programs operating in areas with high poverty and 
unemployment rates. 

• 50% of funds would be earmarked for States, and 50% for cities and 
counties. At least 20 percent of the total would be provided as 
performance-based bonus grants to reward success in placing and 
retaining long-term recipients in jobs. To apply, states must meet an 
80 percent TANF maintenance of effort. 

• Grants would be awarded by the Department of Labor in consultation 
with the Department of Health and Human Services and the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Allowable uses: 

• Private sector wage subsidies; 

• Contracts with job placement companies or public job placement 
programs; 

• Job vouchers; 

• Job retention services; 

• Job creation in high unemployment areas and on Indian reservations. 

The program shall include strong assurances of nondisplacement and 

~1M,u~c:M\Mi", .. W",-. ~ 
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tJ Cynthia A. Rice 05/14/97 09:29:33 AM 

Record Type: Record 

Kenneth S. Aplel/OMB/EOP To: 
cc: 
bee: 

Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP 

Subject: Re: wtw wins ~ 

Ken -- are you saying there's a "Iinal" budget agreement that includes $3 billion lor wellare to work 
and $1.5 billion lor 18 to 50s? Is there a year by year stream lor the $3 billion? How many work 
slots and related benefits will $1.5 billion buy? 
From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 05/13/97 11 :52:44 PM 

From: Kenneth S. Aplel on 05/13/97 11 :52:44 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: wtw wins 

and 18-50 loses. $3B for wtw and $1.58 for 18-50. 



• 

From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 05/14/97 10:53:03 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP 

cc: Bruce N. ReedIOPD/EOP, Elena KaganIOPDIEOP, Diana FortunalOPD/EOP 
Subject: Re: wtw wins IIfl 
nearing final agreement - - the spread is still being played with, to see what can fit given overall 
budget totals by year. The BA will be a little higher in the in-years, with corresponding outlays 
likely close to the following: 
'98: $650M 
'99: $850M 
'00: $1050M 
'01: $550M 
'02: zippo 

I don't think were gonna specifically say in the agreement how many 18-50 slots, but it looks like 
$1 B will mean about 100,000 slots (and related food stamps) and the $0.5B for the proposed 
15% exemption will keep another 70,000 on the rolls. Given where we started politically on this 
issue and given kasich's very hard line position, I'd say were doing pretty well if we sign legislation 
along these lines. We originally thought last year that almost a million folks would lose benefits. 
Our expansive disability exemptions and waiver policies as well as projections of state work 

l programs cut that number about in half. Now we're talking about exemptions and work slots 
potentially helping a third of the remaining half million affected folks. That may not be a grand 
slam home run, but it's a double with the bases loaded. 
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Funding 

Responsible Agency 

Formula 

Use of Funds 

. 
Eligible Groups 

Bonuses Reward 
Placement of Long-
Term Recipients 

COMPARISON OF KEY FEATURES 
OF DRAFT BLUE DOG AND DASCHLE 

WELFARE TO WORK PROPOSALS 

Blue Dogs Daschle Staff Draft 

$3.575 billion '99-'02 $3.575 billion '99-'02 

IffiS Labor 

56% State Grants 80% to States 
24% State Performance Bonuses • Must be spent in high 
20% Competitive Grants to poverty/unemployment 
Communities "qualifying communities"; 

• Allocation to two largest 
cities based on proportion 
oflong term caseload; 

• I % allocation to tribes that 
run own programs. 

20010 State Performance Bonuses 

• Job placement vouchers; • Job placement vouchers; 
• Contracts with job • Wage subsidies; 

placement companies or • Job retention services. 
organizations; 

• Wage subsidies; 
• Grants to non-profits for 

job creation; 
• Microenterprises; 
• Supportive services. 

• Long-term welfare • T ANF recipients; 
recipients; • Food stamp recipients. 

• 18 to 50 years olds in 
danger oflosing food 
stamps. 

Yes. Yes. 

3/26/97 DRAFT 



Agreement on Principles in Congressional Welfare-To-Work Proposals 

Since the President's August 1996 call for a Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge, Congress 
has developed two preliminary draft proposals to provide additional incentives to move welfare 
recipients into work. One of these draft proposals has been developed by Rep. Charles 
Stenholm, and the other by the staff of Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschle. 

While the proposals differ in certain details, they embrace key Administration principles 
for moving welfare recipients into lasting jobs. The Administration looks forward to working 
with Congress to build on these principles and to develop a Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge that 
can be enacted with broad bipartisan support. .Key features supported by the Administration 
include: 

• Resources to Create New Incentives for States, Communities, and Employers. New 
funding in concert with T ANF is needed to establish a coordinated effort offering strong 
incentives for States, communities, and businesses to move welfare recipients into work. 
Both Congressional proposals would provide more than $3 billion to help meet the 
challenge of placing welfare recipients in lasting jobs. 

• Emphasis on Long-Term Welfare Recipients. Welfare reform's success hinges on the 
. ability to help the hardest-to-employ people -- long-term recipients -- get and keep jobs. 
The Welfare-to Work Jobs Challenge must place a specific emphasis on moving long­
term welfare recipients into jobs and providing the incentives and supports to keep them 
off welfare in the long run. Both Congressional proposals strongly support the goal of 
targeting long-term welfare recipients. 

• Assistance to Large Urban Areas. Cities and communities must be a part of efforts to 
create jobs and place welfare recipients in work. The Congressional proposals build in 
mechanisms to ensure that funds flow to urban areas where assistance is needed most. 

• Bonuses to Encourage and Reward Performance. States and communities must be 
given incentives to develop high performing welfare-to-work initiatives. A bonus system 
will encourage States to move more welfare recipients into long-lasting jobs. Both 
proposals establish bonus systems to reward the successful placement of long-term 
welfare recipients. 

• Flexibility for States and Communities to Design Programs Tailored to Their Own 
Needs. One-size-fits-all programs will not work. States and communities need 
flexibility to develop innovative job placement and job creation strategies that reflect 
their own needs and circumstances. The Congressional proposals give States and 
communities wide latitude to design welfare-to-work strategies best suited to local needs. 

• Labor protections. Welfare reform must be implemented in a way that respects the 
rights of all workers. The Congressional proposals include strong assurances of 
nondisplacement, nondiscrimination, and grievance procedures. 



"" . 

• Vouchers. The Administration supports voucher-like arrangements to empower welfare 
recipients with the tools and choices to help them get"jobs and keep them. Both 
Congressional proposals include vouchers to help individuals become employed in the 
private sector. 

The Administration strongly supports these principles and looks forward to working with 
Congress to develop broad bipartisan support for the Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge. 
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Work Opportunity Tax Credit Proposals 

($ in millions) 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 '98-'02 

Current law: 147 87 29 9 I 273 
W elfare-to-Work Proposals, 3 Years: 

Long-term welfare 32 68 84 67 36 287 
Food stamps, 18-50 36 69 79 55 26 265 

Total 68 137 163 122 62 552 
Extension of Core 

WOTC, I Year: 128 157 93 31 10 419 
Total, Proposals: 196 294 256 153 72 971 

As a complement to the additional spending proposed for helping welfare recipients 
with job training and for job creation, the Budget proposes several changes to the Work 
Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC). The WOTC is one tool in a diverse toolbox of flexible 
strategies designed to help people move from welfare to work and gain on-the job experience. 
The WOTC initiatives proposed by the Administration join other education and job initiatives 
that will help welfare recipients make the transition to gainful employment. These changes 
provide tax incentives for employers to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare 
recipients and certain recipients of Food Stamps. 

Welfare-to-Work Proposals: 

• Long-Term Welfare Recipients. The Budget would create a much-enhanced credit 
that focuses on those who most need help -- long-term welfare recipients. The new 
credit would allow employers to claim a 50% credit on the first $10,000 in wages 
paid to an eligible hire for the first two years on the job. Wages include the costs of 
training, health benefits, and child care. The credit would be available for three years, 
through September 30, 2000. 

• Food Stamp Recipients. The Budget also expands the existing WOTC tax credit by 
including able-bodied childless adults who, under the Administration's Food Stamp 
proposal, would face a more rigorous work requirement in order to continue receiving 
Food Stamps. This credit also would be available for three years and would be the 
same as the existing WOTC -- 35% of the first $6,000 of first-year wages. 

Extension of the Core WOTC: 

• The Budget includes a I-year extension through September 30, 1998, of the core 
WOTC. This extension provides a transition between the current tax credit to the 
expansion for the population affected by welfare reform noted above. 
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Improvements in the WOTC: 
The WOTC, authorized in the Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996, replaced 

the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJrC) and includes many changes that will make it a better and 
more effective job creation credit. These include: 

• Reducing potential windfalls to employers by increasing the pre-screening of 
applicants. Employers and job applicants must sign a fonn which acknowledges that 
pre-screening for worc eligibility has occurred before the job offer was made. 
Employers are required to seek certification for the tax credit within three weeks of 
the hiring date. Under the TJTC, pre-screening was not required, 

• Reducing job churning by increasing the time an individual must be employed. 
Under the TJTC, the minimum employment period required before an employer could 
claim the credit was 120 hours. Under WOTC, it is 400 hours. This longer retention 
increases the prospect of a long-tenn attachment to the employer, provides more on­
the-job experience, and is beneficial to both the employer and employee. 

I:\DATA\WTWJOBS\WOTC I.WPD 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

vJ(L~Wf-+O "' .... l c...V'\~,­
c..--~ 

w ~ _ It.rJ. ..J..;<AA. 1wvi ri CAJ\ 

April 25, 1997 ~ 

W\L ~ I" <A.L 15"6 V'-' \" 1--; ... c: '--,.. 
BRUCE REED, ELENA KAGAN, DIANA FORTUNA 

CYNTIllA RICE 

BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS 

Attached is paper describing ~ next planned counter -offer for welfare to work, legal immigrants, and 
food stampS"lThis paper is close hold; it has not been shared outside the building yet nor do many 

people inside"have it. Changes are all along the lines we've discussed: 

• F olding $3 billion welfare to work into T ANF, but continuing to earmark it for work in high 
unernployment/high poverty areas; 

• Trimming our legal immigrants proposal by lowering and time limiting benefits for disabled 
immigrants With sponsors who applied for benefits after August 1996; 

• Modifying our food stamp proposal to increase funding for food stamp work slots but 
restoring current law's "3 in 36" month time limit, even if a job is unavailable. 



Welfare to Work Proposals In the FY 98 Budget 
CBO/JCT Estimates (outlays in billions) 

25-Apr-97 

Welfare to Work 2QQ1 2002 5 Year 

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.0 3.0 

Instead of a new program, this incorporates funds in TANF. Formula grants would be allocated to States, with funds used in 
ar~as with poverty and unemployment rates at least 20% Pig her than the Stale average. A share of funds go to cities with 
la~.verty populations commensurate with the share 0 long=ter welfare reci~ents in those cities. Activities include job 

. relentjoD services; job retention or creation vouchers; and private sector wage su sidies for new jobs lasting 9 months. 

Enhance and Expand WOTC" 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.6 

The budget proposes tax incentives to create new job opportunit~s fo=-term welfare recipients. It would create a 
much-enhanced credit targeted at those who need help most -- ~ng-te elfare recipients. The new credit would give 
employers a 50% credit on the first $10,000 a year of wages for up to 2 years. The budget also expands the existing WOTC 
to able-bodied childless adults ages 18-50 who face work and time limit requirements." . 

Subtotal, Welfare to Work· 0.7 1.1 1.2 0.5 0.1 3.6 

"Five-year WOTC total could increase by $0.1-$0.2 billion based on proposal to modify the Food Stamp 18-50 provisions. 



Changes to Food Stamps Proposals 
In the FY 98 Budget 

25-Apr-97 

CSO Estimates (outlays in billions) 

2002 1998 - 2002 
Food StamRs 

18-50's Work Requirement. 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.5 

The Administration's proposal re.1alns the "3 in 3 ;, time limit in the welfare statute but redirects $470 million in existing Food 
Stamp Employment and Training Program funds and adds 550 million in new funcTIng to create an additional 150,000 work 
slots monthly for individuals who are subject to the time limits. In total, this proposal would enable States to provide work 
slots to approximately 173 of tnos-e-losirrg1renefits due to the tiiTie1fmlts. I he proposal Includes the cost-of-providing 
on-going benefits to individuals fulfilling the work requirements. 

18-50's Work Requirement-20% waiver 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.7 

The ro osal ermits States to exempt up to 20% of the individuals who would lose benefits because of the time limit. In 
total, it wou enable States 0 xe ,IVI ua s w 0 wan 0 war e 0 fin a 10 within the three 
month time limit. 

Shelter Deduction. 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.6 

The Administration's proposal would accelerate planned increases in the excess shelter deduction and would eventually 
eliminate the cap on the deduction in FY02, allowing low-income families with high housing costs to deduct the full cost of 
their housing expenses when calculating their net income. 80% of the benefit of this proposal is to households with children. 

Vehicle Asset Limit. 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

The welfare bill froze the Food Stamps vehicle asset limit at $4,650 (the maximum value of a car a household may own) 
which had previously been indexed. The Administration's proposal would increase and reindex the Vehicle Asset Limit, 
which has virtually been at the same level since 1977 even though the CPI for used cars has risen by 125%. 

. Subtotal, Food Stamps 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.8 

0.5 

3.4 



Changes to Benefits to Immigrants Proposals In the FY 1998 Budget 
CBO Baseline. OMB estimates of CBO scoring (outlays in billions) 

25-Apr-97 

Restore Benefits for Immigrants 

Benefits for Disabled Immigrants. 

2002 1998 - 2002 

SSI Costs 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.1 1.2 7.4 
Medicaid Costs· 0.8 0J1 Q.1 Q.1 Q.1 .3..1 

Total 2.5 2.4 2.3 1.8 1.9 11.1 
(J.J> .j..J. T~is policy would r~store SSI benefits for all legal i.mmigrant adults who are !curr?ntlx receiving ~Sllwho have become. 
~K disabled after entering the U.S. It would' also prOVide access to SSI for all legal Immigrants admitted to the country prior to 
~ August 22, 1996 ("new applicants"). The Medicaid costs for this policy are from the SSI recipients who would lose their 

'f" Mediqaid when they lose their SSI. Estimate assumes a Medicaid per capita cap policy and assumes CBO would not 

( 

cnange its scoring to reflect pending regulations that enable more states to provide Medicaid to immigrants who lose SSI. 

Deem for New Entrants, Net of Benefit Reductions (0.0) 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.7 
~ This 0 tion would retain access to SSI and Medicaid for new entrants who become disabled after enterin the U.S. but with 

three restrictions. First, all new entrants and new applicants already in the count~ who have sponsors would have t elr SI 
benefits reduced by one third. The one third reduction would represent an allowance for financial support from their sponsor. 
Second, new entrants who apply for disability benefits after a e 65 would have the income o· r deem to them. 

I{ For al se elderl Imml ran s eemlO 0 s on ,. would cause t .. se SSI and 
/1 Medicaid benefits. Third, the disability exemption for new entrants would be limited to the first 7 years an immigrant is in the 

country. -
Benefits for Immigrant Children. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 

~
./ This policy would restore SSI benefits for approximately 6,000 legal immigrant children €ho are currently receiVIng 55!) It 

',» v "would also provide access to SSI for legal immigrant children admitted to the country prior to August 22,1996 ("new 
applicants") who are not currently receiving benefits. These children will also retain their Medicaid uJ:1der this policy. 

Extension for Refugees and Asylees. 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.2 
The welfare bill exempted refugees and asylees from the benefit restrictions for their first five years in the country. The budget 
would lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years to provide a more appropriate time for refugees and 
asylees to become citizens. 

Subtotal, Benefits for Immigrants 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.3 12.3 

·(Medicaid costs would drop by about half if policy was scored without a Medicaid per-capita cap policy OR if CBO changed 
its scoring to reflect pending regulations that enable more states to provide Medicaid to immigrants who lose SSI.) 



Under Age 65 

Over Age 65 

Immigrant Policy 
(1998-2002 Totals, in billions) 

Current Recipients 

continue benefits for disabled 

(+4.4) 

continue ban for non-disabled 
continue benefits for disabled 

(+4.3) 

New App1icaotsl 

113 reduction in benefits 
for disabled 

(+0.9) 

continue ban for non-disabled 
113 reduction in benefits 

for disabled 

(+0.9) 

New Entrants2 

(Disabled Only) 

113 reduction in benefits 
7 year time limit 

(+1.3) 

113 reduction in benefits 
7 year time limit 

q deeming sponsors income) 

. (+0.1) e.~L;~ ~ 

I All immigrants with sponsors in the country prior to August 22, 1996, but not currently receiving disability benefits. 

2 All immigrants with sponsors entering the country after August 22, 1996. 



Immigrant Policy Regarding Benefits for New Entrantsl and New Applicant~ 

This policy would retain access to SSI and Medicaid for some new entrants and all new applicants 
who become disabled after entering the U.S. However, the policy would have several important 
and significant limitations: 

For Immigrants over age 65: 

]) Ban for non-disabled elderly: New applicants who are elderly but not disabled would continue 
to be banned from SSI as under current law. New entrants who are elderly but not disabled would 
continue to be banned from SSI and Medicaid as under current law. 

2) Deeming Sponsor's Income: AU entrants over age 65 who apply for the disability exemption 
after age 65 would have the income of their sponsor deemed to them for purposes of determining 
eligibility for SSI and Medicaid. For almost all of these elderly immigrants, deeming of sponsor's 
income causes the immigrant to lose SSI and Medicaid benefits. This policy would make clear to 
sponsoIl! that the rules have changed. When an immigrant enter the country near the retirement 
age, the sponsor is expected to plan for the immigrant's retirement needs, even if the immigrant 
becomes disabled. 

3) Benefit Reductions: For SSI, all new entrants as well as new applicants who become disabled 
after entry and who have sponsors would have their SSI benefits reduced by one third. This 
provides an allowance for financial support the sponsor should provide. 

4) TIme Limits: For all new entrants, the disability exemption would only be available for the first 
7 years an immigrant is in the country. Seven years provides enough time for immigrants to 
complete the naturalization process, even in parts of the country with significant processing 
backlogs. 

For Immigrants under age 65: 

1) Benefit Reductions: For SSI, all new entrants as well as new applicants who become disabled 
after entry and who have sponsors would have their SSI benefits reduced by one third. 

2) TIme Ljmits: For all new entrants, the disability exemption would only be available for the first 
7 years an immigrant is in the country. 

This policy substantially limits the access of new entrants to 88I and Medicaid while at the same 
time providing important safety net protections for working age immigrants who may become 
disabled in the future. It reduces benefits for families with sponsors but continues the full benefit 
level for those without sponsors. In the fJrst five years this policy would cost approximately $0.7 
billion3• Over time it would provide significant protections. By 2002, about 50,000 immigrants 
who would be denied under current law would have access to 8SI and Medicaid. 

I All immigrants with sponsors entering the country after August 22, 1996. 

lAlI immigrants with sponsors in the country prior to August 22, 1996, but not currently 
receiving benefits. 

3 Assumes a Medicaid per capita cap policy. Costs would drop by about $0.4 billion 
without a per capita cap. 



Summary of Discussions on Various Benefits for Immigrants Options 

In initial discussions with Republican budget staff, they proposed a compromise immigrants 
policy that would continue to provide 881 and Medicaid to all immigrants who are currently 
receiving benefits and who have become disabled after entering the country. They proposed no 
restorations of benefits for refugees, beyond the protections the current disability policy would 
provide these groups. 

They thought CBO would score the policy at $7.4 billion over five years. This cost estimate is 
reasonable. if the policy is considered in isolation. However, when included with our Medicaid 
per capita cap policy, CBO would probably estimate it to be $9.4 billion. I The policy is more 
expensive in the context of a per capita cap because CBO assumes states will be able to game the 
per capita cap which results in lost savings to the Federal government 

Recently we have been told that the original Republican offer is changed in two important ways. 
First, the disability protections would be limited to immigrants who are currently receiving 
benefits on the basis of disability. Immigrants who are elderly 881 recipients could not requalify 
for 581 disability benefits, even if they had the same disability as non-elderly disabled 
immigrants. 8econd, they would propose to adopt the Administration's policy on refugees and 
asylees (i.e., extending the refugee and asylee exemption from the first five years in the country 
to the first seven years.). The second change is good but is more than offset by the tougher 
disability policy. They estimate their revised offer would cost $6.5 billion in isolation. We 
estimate CBO would score it at around $8 billion in the context of a per capita cap. 

The revised offer regarding disabled immigrants has a number of serious problems. It would 
restore benefits to significantly fewer people than the Administration's proposal. 88A's 
actuaries estimate that approximately 420,000 immigrants (of which 260,000 are elderly) will 
lose 881 benefits and the Administration's policy would restore benefits for 310,000 immigrants 
(of which 170,000 are elderly), whereas the Republican offer who not help any of these elderly 
immigrants. 

The new offer is inequitable. For example. it would not be unusual to find two immigrants 
receiving 881 and Medicaid who have both become disabled from a stroke. The first immigrant 
bad the stroke at age 57 and is protected by both the Administration's proposal and the revised 
Republican offer. The second started receiving 881 elderly benefits at age 65 and had a stroke at 
67. The second immigrant would be protected by the Administration's proposal but would lose 
58I and potentiiilly Medicaid under the Republican offer. This inequitable treatment is simply an 
accident of the fact that today a 'disabled elderly person has no nml to tell SSA that they are 
disabled in order to receive benefits. The Republican position is not sustainable. 

leBO scored the Administration's proposal as costing $14.9 billion over 5 years in the 
context of the Administration's overall budget proposal, which includes a Medicaid per-capita 
cap policy. CBO scores the Administration's proposal as a stand alone option at $11.9 billion 
over 5 years. The $3 billion difference is the interaction with the per-capita policy. 



Waiving the Food Stamp Three Month Time Limit 

• The recently enacted welfare reform legislation limits Food Stamps for certain childless 
adults. These individuals may only receive Food Stamps for 3 months in a 36 month 
period unless they are working 20 hours per week or the State has provided them with a 
wolk slot which meets the requirements of the law. CBO estimates that in FY98 
approximately 600,000 poor unemployed individuals will be ineligible to receive food 
stamps in any given month due to this provision. 

• The stitute provides States with the ability to seek a waiver from this provision for 
certain areas within the State. There are two types of waivers: areas with unemployment 
in excess of 10%, and areas with too few jobs. 

• The Secretary of Agriculture established broad guidelliies for areas with too few jobs, but 
it is up to the Govemors to request a waiver. The Secretary cannot unilaterally grant a 
waiver or require its implementation. The State of Ohio, for example, has been approved 
for a waiver, but has not implemented it - even in counties with unemployment in excess 
of 100/'0. 

• The waiver provision cannot adequately address the problems created by this provision. 
CBO's estimate of 600,000 poor unemployed individuals losing Food Stamps already 
factors in the effect of the waivers. This meanS each month 600,000 are made ineligible 
because they liye jn areas that cannot be exempted from the time limits by wajyer. 

• There are hundreds of thousands of individuals living in areas with low unemployment 
who are unable to find work after three months. Jobs simply may not be available to suit 
their skills causing their search to take longer than the three month limit allows. The . 
current waiver authority neither gives States, nor the Secretary, the ability to help these 
people. Providing a 20% exemption from the time limits, as TANF does, would be an 
important improvement 

• The solution to the inadequacies of the current law provisions is not just broader waiver 
authority, but better structured wolk requirements. The three month time limit is too 
harsh and harms individuals who want to wolk and will find work, but not within three 
months. The Administration's budget proposal addresses these p1'9bleuls by focusing on 
three principles: First, no one should be denied basic food assistance if they cannot find 
wolk and are not offered a wolk opportunity by the State. Second, childless able-bodied 
adults should be working and face stiff penalties if they fail to do so. Third, States should 
be provided with the resources to help move people to woIk. . 



Retargeting Food Stamp Employment and Training to 18-50s 

Employment and Training Program Background Since the late-19S0s States have been 
required to operate an Employment and Training (E&T) program to ensure that able-bodied food 
stamp recipients (including those with children) participate in meaningful work related activities. 
States have been required to serve at least 10% of their work registrants. A wide variety of 
activities have been permissible including job search, education and training classes as well as 
workfare. 

To meet these requirements, States have consistently relied onjob-search as their primary 
employment services for E&T participants. Job search has accounted for over one-half of all 
E&T components. Employment and training costs have tended to vary by activity, State and 
individual. They can range from $300 armually to as high as $3,000. Several individuals can 
cycle through on slot in a single year. 

Current Funding The existing program has two funding components -- $ SO million in 100% 
Federal dollars (FY 1995) and opened ended 50% Federal matching of State contributed funds at 
a ($111 million Federal share in FY 1995). Total combined Federal and State spending is 
estimated to be about $300 million in FY9S. 

18-50 Provisions In combination with the three month time limit for able-bodied childless 
adults, PRWORA created a much more intense work requirements for this group. These 
individuals are limited to three months of food stamp participation in a three year period unless 
they are working 20 hours of week or participating in rigorous, time-consuming work related 
activities. The number of hours required is greater and job search is no longer an allowable 
activity. States, therefore, not only have to create many more employment and training slots due 
to the time limit but the slots are much more expensive. 

Proposal This proposal would: 1.) earmark all existing 100% Federal funds and 30% of State­
Federal dollars to be spent only on IS-50s, 2.) Add $520 million in new Federal funding, and 3.) 
create a maintenance-of-effort requirement to ensure that State dollars are not withdrawn and 
replaced with new Federal funds. 

Need to Target 18-50s States need additional resources to meet the new, more expensive work 
requirements for 600,000 IS-50's who will hit the time limit each month. These requirements are 
more stringent and time-consuming than those for other food stamp recipients. The requirements 
carmot be met with less expensive alternatives, like structured job search. Additional funds are 
required to ensure that recipients comply with work requirements, and that work activities are 
meaningful. 

According to CBO States are unlikely to focus all existing E&T resources on IS-50s. CBO 
estimates that the baseline for Federal E&T program to be $1.6 billion over the next 5 years. Of 
that they project that States will spend only $230 million on IS-50s, creating about 100,000 slots 
armually, causing 520,000 people to lose benefits each month in FY 1995. 



The proposal ensures that the number of work slots can be increased substantially with modest 
increases in Federal expenditures for E&T. By requiring an MOE, and setting aside all 100% 
Federal funds and a 30% set-aside ofStatelFederal funds we estimate that an additional $470 
million could be made available over 5 years. This would create an average of about 60,000 
more slots per month, lowering the number of people losing benefits to 460,000. Because the 
need for slots would still be significant, the proposal would add $520 million in new Federal­
only money. Money would be targeted to those States with the greatest number of recipients 
subject to the time limits. Approximately another 80,000 slots would be available on average 
each month due to the new money leaving 380,000 individuals without slots each month. Funds 
would be targeted at those States with the largest caseload of 18-50's subject to the time limit and 
not exempted by waivers. 

The proposal could potentially divert resources from non-T ANF mothers with children over the 
age of 6, who are subject to the basic E&T work requirements. However, States can still target 
State monies to these individuals and receive matching Federal funds. TANF households will be 
served through T ANF work programs. 



Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPO/EOP 

cc: Elena Kagan/OPO/EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPO/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPO/EOP 
Subject: The Youth Corps and Welfare Reform 

I spoke today on welfare reform to the National Association of Service and Conservation Corps, the 
membership organizations for the youth corps program (your friend Andrew Moore says hi and 
wants to know if you still call yourself a prairie liberal as you did in your Princeton days!!). 

A couple of good questions came up at the meeting that we should all think about: 

1) Are we going to do anything so that nonprofits can take advantage of the existing tax credit and 
the new credit if it passes? Bruce, the idea you and Paul Dimond talked about in the past -­
creating a secondary market for the tax credits to enable non profits to sell the credits to the private 
sector -- is a really good one. Are we doing anything on that or should we be? 

2) Approximately 25% of corps participants receive public assistance. (There are over 120 Youth 
Corps programs in 37 states that offer youth --ages 16-25--community-based work experience and 
job placement.) How can we help the Youth corps sites become more involved in welfare reform? 
Youth corps are logical placements for state and local welfare agencies trying to meet work 
requirements. The corps can contract with state welfare agencies to take on welfare recipients. 
Should welcan we encourage and publicize this? 

y y 



Record Type: Record 

To: Lyn A. Hogan/OPD/EOP 

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 
Subject: Re: Blue Dog Proposal WtI 

We agreed to go with principles rather than our own bill, and to work off the Blue Dog bill as much 
as we can. I'll let you know more after our meeting with Hilley and Erskine this afternoon, where 
we'll discuss the bipartisan working groups on 5 issues including WTW. We'll work out a process 
from there. 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP 

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 
Subject: Blue Dog Proposal 

Bruce, 

Did you, Ken and Gene come to any decisions on the welfare to work proposal? As I mentioned in 
the Blue Dog summary memo I sent to you, Grace, Chad and Ed are anxious for some direction 
from us. I expect them to begin calling again mid-week. (I think the Blue Dog proposal is pretty 
good now. I'm just not sure about a s,tate-by-statuublic/private entity running it -- it may end up 
adding another layer of bureaucracy instead of preventing bureaucracy.) 
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